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UNCLASSIHED 

PREFACE 



CJ) This history provides che reader wich a basic understanding of how 
we arrived at our present posture in nuclear weapons in order that he 
may be better able to cope with the problems of the future. It traces 
the evolution of the custody, deployment authorizations, and dispersals of 
nuclear weapons from July 1945 through September 1977. :t illustrates, as 
factually as possible within data collection sources, the development of, 
and statistical data associated with, the United States nuclear force. 

(U) The material was derived from the records of the Office of the Assistant 
to the Secretary of Defense (Atomic Energy) , the Joint Staff and the Defense 
Nuclear Agency. Every effort was made to reconcile disparities in numbers; 
however, due to different accounting procedures particularly prior to 1961, 
there are some minor conflicts pertaining to individual totals by weapon 
authoritative accounts of the Defense Nuclear Agency and the Energy Research 
and Development Administration (now Department of Energy) . 

(U) Many of the key individuals who were intimately involved in the policy 
discussions and decisions are no longer available to provide a first-hand 
account of th*' happenings. It was therefore necessary to borrow liberally 
from many sources, most of whom are identified. 

(U) This history does not reflect the opinions or views of the Department 
of Defense. < 
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 



{U) On Friday the 13th of July. 1945. at the site of Project Trinity 
near Alamagordo, New Mexico. Brigadier General T. F. FarreLl, 
deputy for General Leslie R. Groves, signed a receipt for the active 
material and handed it to Dr. Louis Slotin who was in charge of the 
nuclear assembly. Dr. Slotin was to be one of the first casualties 
of a nuclear accident. He died a year later on May 31, 1946 as a 
result of an excursion during a critical experiment at Los Alamos 
Laboratory. The acceptance of this receipt constituted the formal 
transfer of Plutonium 239 from the scientists of Los Alamos to the 
Army to be expended in the test explosion. Thus, the first transfer 
of the nuclear components of an atomic weapon was conducted. It 
was not until 14 years later that the Department of Defense gained 
full custodial rights for all atomic weapons dispersed to Army, Navy 
and Air Force storage sites. During these intervening years, the 
legal and tire philosophical struggle for custody of nuclear weapons 
was waged between the Atomic Energy Commission and the 
Department of Defense. 

(U) On the one side was the conviction that custody of nuclear weapons 
in peacetime should lay in the civilian hands of the A£C. The military 
and the DoD. on the opposite side, were convinced that military pre- 
paredness demanded not only the positioning of nuclear weapons with 
or near the delivery units but also the transfer of custody of these 
weapons to full control of the military. 

(U) Over the years we have progressed from an initial scarcity of 
uranium ore and weapons to the point where there is an abundance of 
fissionable materials and extensive stockpiles of sophisticated nuclear 
weapons and delivery vehicles. The problems of managing a small 
number of weapons located at a few sites in the United States pale 
by comparison with the multitude of tasks associated with the 
storage, handling, transportation, access, and safety of thousands 
of nuclear weapons located at hundreds of locations worldwide. 
The need for quick reaction by complex nuclear delivery systems 
coupled with reliable, swift release procedures is not by any means 
compatible with the requirements for safety and protection against 

1 
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inadvertent detonation or launch. Thus, the controversies and 
problems were not only between the A£C and DoD but within :he 
DoD itself, at times, between the Executive Branch and Legislative 
branches of the governnr.ent and. lastly, between the U.S. and its 
allies. 

i CI"RD ) It is interesting to note that as late as January 1969, there 
existed a problem of custody of Nike Hercules nuclear warheads for 
the air defense of the United States. The National Guard of the . 
various states manned over fifty percent of the active CONUS air 
defense units. Present at each of these sites was a U.S. custodial 
detachment which controlled access to the warhead arming plug. 
The National Guard units could not have custody of the nuclear 
warheads even though they were under the operational control of 
the North American Air Defense Command. They were not 
employees of the Department of Defense and therefore could not 
be given custody of the warheads. 

(U) During the years between July 13. 1945 and the present there 
occurred majcTr changes in national security policies as well as in 
the technology and quantity of nuclear weapons. The attempted 
takeover of Greece by the Communists in 1947, the 1948 Berlin 
crisis, the Soviet nuclear capability in 1949, the Korean conflict 
in 1950 and the developing cold war. among other factors, governed 
the evolution of the concepts of custody and control of nuclear 
weapons . 

(U) To say that the issue of civilian versus military control of atomic 

energy had been a burning acrimonious issue for years would be an 
understatement of classic proportions. An indication of the intensity 
of one view is given by Byron Miller in his article "A Law is Passed. . 
The Atomic Energy Act of 1946" in the 1948 Summer edition of the 
University of Chicago Law Review. 

"To many, this was a simple choice between war and peace. 

To others, advocacy of civilian control was a means of pre- 
venting 'brass hat' abuse of our precious asset, atomic energy. 
To many scientists, the issue was posed in related terms: 
military control meant a continuance of arbitrary decisions, 
uncomprehending bureaucracy, and an intellectual gap which 
the military officers showed little interest in bridging. To a 
few historically-minded souls, the issue was one of demo- 
cratic tradition - -the armed forces with their essentially 
authoritarian training and discipline would not be adequately 
responsive to the public will. " 




(U) The military, on thevr part, did have definite opinions as to the 
competence o£ exclusive civilian control, particularly in the field 
of atomic weaponry. They could well point with pride to the spectacular 
success of the military operated Manhattan Engineer District (albeit 
automonously operated). Their views in this area are well documented 
(although not as colorfully stated) in subsequent developments. 
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CHAPTER 2 
THE BEGINNING — AEC CONTROL 
1946 CO 1950 

(U) During the fall of 1945, in the consideration of the Atomic Energy 
Act of 1946 (McMahon Act), a proposal to permit active military officers 
to serve on the part-tlae governing Board of the AEC and as the Board s 
full-time Administrator and Deputy Administrator was contained in the 
May- Johnson bill. This proposal was soundly defeated and the HeMahon 
Act was passed which established a full-time civilian five-man Atomic 
Energy Coimissloii, a civilian General Manager and a congressional Joint 
Committee on Atomic Energy. Under the law, the AEC was responsible for 
the development, manufacture and custody of atomic weapons and other 
military applications of atomic energy. The President, however, did 
have the authority to transfer or delegate any of these functions to 
Che military departments. Military participation in the atomic energy 
program was provided by the establishment of a Military Liaison 
Committee (MLC) to provide a two-way channel of communication between 
the military and the civilian AEC. The MLC had been created by 
Senator Arthur '^andenburg's amendment to the McMahon Act. Senator 
Vandenburg had stated "in my opinion it will not be satisfactory if 
there is anywhere a single closed door to the military liaison or 
congressional comlttee. The responsibility is too great." The MLC 
was to be the' interface between the AEC and the military on policy 
matters. The McMahon Act also stipulated that the post of Director 
of the AEC Division of Military Application (DMA) would be filled by 
a military officer. Thus, participation in the atomic energy program 
was afforded to the military and Congress. 

(U) The McMahon Act emphasized the development of the peaceful uses 
of atomic energy though it did not slight the military uses. It was 
choughc chat civilian control would be more efficacious in soliciting 
the cooperation and participation of the scientific community as well 
as providing a better i:mage to the international community. Lastly, 
there was the fundamental constitutional concept that control of this 
new and awesome force should be vested in civilian hands directly 
responsible to the President. 

(U) With the passage of the Atomic Energy Act of 1946 (Public Law 565) 
and Che issuance of Executive Order 9816 in implementation of the Act, 
all atomic weapons and material of the Manhattan Project became the 
property of the Atomic Energy Commission. The Armed Forces Special 
Weapons Project (APSVP) was established by means of a memorandum from 
Che Secretary of War and the Secretary of the Navy to the Chief of Staff, 
Amy, and the Chief of Naval Operations. Dated 29 January 1947, this 
memorandum was retroactive to 1 January 1947. There was no Secretary 
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of Defense until the office was established under the National Security 
Act of 1947. The first Secretary of Defense, the Honorable James V. 
Forrestal, took the oath of office on 17 September 1947. On 21 October 
1947 he issued a menorandum addressed to the Chief of Starr, Army; the 
Chief of Naval Operations; and the Chief of Staff, Air Force, regarding 
AFSWP. This order was almost identical to the one issued by the 
Secretaries of War and Navy on 29 January 1947 except for such changes 
as were necessary to include the recently created U. S. Air Force and 
its Chief of Staff. 

(U) The organization was placed under the command of General Leslie 
Groves and given the responsibUity for representing all the services 
in the mUitary application of atomic energy. It was designed to serve- 
as an operational link between the AEC and the services much the same, 
as the MLC provided at the policy level. The AFSWP operated at Sandia 
Base without a charter until July 8, 1947, The charter agreed to by 
General Eisenhower, Army Chief of Staff, and Admiral Nimitz, Chief of 
Naval Operations, restricted the authority of General Groves to policy 
and staff functions, certain special weapons ordnance work and training 
of military personnel. Air Force participation in the AFSWP was anticipated 
in this charter but was not forthcoming until after July 27, 1947, the 
date the National Security Act was signed by the President. 

(U) In the period from the enactment of the Atomic Energy Act of 1946 
until the spring of 1950, there was a serious and continuing consideration 
of the desirability of DoD custody of atomic weapons and the problems 
connected therewith. Sandia Base became the initial focal point for the 
question of custody of nuclear weapons and fissionable material. The 
AEC considered that the question of custody of weapons and parts had 
been clearly settled by the executive order which transferred the atomic 
energy program from the Manhattan District to the AEC. The existing 
stockpile of weapons was transferred from the control of the Manhattan 
District to the AEC during the last few weeks of 1946. From December 
1946 to May 1948 the Secretary of the Navy and the Chiefs of the 
Army and Air Force expressed their views in favor of the desirability 
of transferring custody of atomic weapons from the AEC to the Armed 
Forces. 

(U) Obviously an agreement between the AEC and the ATSWP on the 
division of responsibilities was necessary. Various solutions were 
proposed ranging in degrees of complexity. General Groves made a siaple 
suggestion that the Commission and the Secretary of Defense request the 
President to transfer all the weapons to the services. General 
McConnack of the AEC*s Division of Military Application (DMA) proposed 
to let the Sandia Base Coianander and the senior AEC official, Carroll 
L. Tyler, manager at Los Alamos, arrange the details upon receipt of 
a short directive. 



(U) The Military Liaison Cooaittee under the chairmanship of Brigadier 
General Brerecon believed that che military needed instant access to the 
weapons and that the present arrangement did not provide for this. 
They tried to enlist the support of Army Chief of Staff Eisenhower, 
Secretary of the Atmy Royal and Secretary of the Navy Sullivan. Only 
the Navy offered positive support. Despite this. General Brereton 
wrote to the Chairman of the AEC, Mr. Lilienthal, on November 12 that 
"in order to insure that all interested agencies of the Amed Forces 
are prepared at all times to use the available bombs, it is necessary 
that they have actual custody of the completed weapons." The AEC was 
asked to provide formal comments on the .proposal. 

(U) The same subject was raised a week later by Admiral ' Solberg , a 
member of the MLC» with Lilienthal. The Chairman believed that the 
Commission exercised custody as a result of an executive order. Any 
change in custodial arrangements would have to be authorized by the 
President. Lilienthal was not overly impressed by the military's 
argument that they would not have instant access to the weapons for 
use and even if they did, they could not rely on the weapons because 
they had no experience in handling, storing or maintaining them* 
He countered with a complaint that the Commission was not informed 
about a forthc9mihg training exercise involving nuclear weapons to be 
conducted by AFSWP and the Air Force, and consequently had no 
opportunity to send observers. The Admiral was also Informed the 
the Commission expected better treatment in the future. 

(U) The MLC proposal in the meantime was sent to General McCormack 
of DMA and eventually wound up on Dr. Bradbury's desk at Los Alamos 
for comment. Dr. Bradbury, Director of Los Alamos and the AEC "Z** 

Division at Sandia Base, opposed the philosophy of the AEC producer- 
Military user concept. He believed the weapons in the stockpile 
were too complicated for the military to maintain. The relationship 

between AFSWP and the AEC personnel ac Sandia Base left much to be 
desired with suspicion and distrust on both sides. 

(U) In early February, 1948, Carroll Wilson presented a study on the 
question of custody to the General Advisory Committee of the AEC. 
The study concluded that the AEC should retain custody for the present 
but would reopen the issue the next year. The Advisory Committee 
agreed that there were valid technical reasons for not transferring 
the stockpile to the military at that time, 

(U) Meanwhile Secretary Forrestal was reorganizing the MLC. The new 
charter for the committee called for a civilian Chairman and two 
representatives from each military department. General Brereton 
was replaced by Mr. Donald F. Carpenter, who had been a vice-president 
of the Remington Arms Company. Mr. Carpenter had been importuned to 
accept the job by the service secretaries and Lilienthal at a 
Pentagon dinner on March 5, He finally accepted that night and the 
way was now clear to move on another front. General Groves had 
retired at the end of February and this fortuitously (as far as 
Lilienthal was concerned) made it possible to find a military man 
who would be more compatible with the Commission. 
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mi General Kenneth D. Nichols, Assistant to General Groves, was 
T ^.ntSS^ ch^ce The Czechoslovakian crisis, culminating in Jan 
ittarvS^^death "i accentuated the need for closer teamwork between 
Masaryks ^^^'^^^ J^;. requirement was pointed out to 

S:hor "menrhll''^^^^^^^ ^^he ^ Royal by President 

It a m^^ting in the White House on March 11. 1948. concerning 
t^ppointment of General Nichols as head of the AFSWP. 

ni^ The issue of custody was being pushed to the fore. As the crisis 
JiL S intensity General Nichols, the three secretaries of the services 
^ ! t T°?!r Chikfrof Staff pressed Forrestal to present the issue 
t:^^%r:^deS'' in anfth^^^ Lpect.' the necessity for a rapid "emergency 
t™sfet" of weapons was recognized by all. By the middle of April. 
5I?^on couW report at a meeting with LUienthal and Carpenter that 
Wilson arranEements had been completed, training of military 

^IIT? S^Lil hS^nn ac^lerated and that generaUy there had 

S^rs"h':;r^air':^ r:;;ort between the military and AEC at Sandla. 

(U) The possibility of a meeting at Sandia to discuss 
mentioned by Carpenter at the meeting and subsequently in his report 
« Forrestal whT thought it was a good idea. The meeting between the 
new^ membership and the Commissioners took place at Sandia Base and 
^rtland AiiForce Base, Albuquerque. New Mexico, and Los Alamos the 
week of May 24. 1948. The first two days were spent observing the 
training of military technicians and visiting storage facilities at 
Sbiqierque. Dr. Bradbury opened the discussion at Los Alamos the 
tiird to citing the technical reasons why military custody was illogical. 
Se present weapons were complex, and had to be inspected, tested and 
maintained. This surveillance of the weapons not only assured 
reliability but also could lead to iaprovement developments with 
h^gWy skilled personnel. Bradbury believed that the military were 
incapable of becoming qualified in recognizing the need for, and 
developing improvements in the weapons. It therefore followed that 
custody should remain with the technically qualified civilians of 
the AEC and that effective procedures for emergency transfer be 
worked out jointly. 

(0) General Nichols presented the service views the next day (Thursday) 
at Sandia. The main points were: 

a. The weapons must be readily available in an emergency and 
under control of a single military command. 

b The men, who would use the weapon in battle, must have 
handled, assembled, and repaired the weapon if there was to be any 
reliability to the weapon. 

(U) Carpenter thought he saw a logical compromise between the two 
nofiitions He believed that the military had demonstrated that they 
could perform all of the functions involved In custody except 
developmental surveillance. The AEC would be given access to the 
w^ponffor this purpose. He told Nichols to draft a memorandum 
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covering the discussions and conclude ic by a joinc reconsnendacion co 
Che President that the stockpile co cransferred co che oalicary. 

(U) During these considerations on 26*27 Hay 1948, the term "custody" 
was presented to che Atomic Energy Commission by the Military Liaison 
Commit tee as involving the following responsibilities: 

(1) Accountability of weapons and components both nuclear and 
non-nuclear . 

(2) Physical protection of weapons and components in storage. 

(3) Operational and routine inspection. 

(4) Repair of components where necessary and when within the 
capabilities of the custodian. 

(5) Making weapons available for training of combat personnel 
through inspections* drills, and operational maneuvers. 

(6) Making weapons available for continued scientific observa- 
tion and study to develop improveotents in the design, methods of 
storage or li^e of the weapons. 

(U) The memorandum which Carpenter had requested General Nichols to 
draft sunmarized the reasons for requiring transfer of weapons to the 
Department of Defense as follows: 

tt 

"Just as the Commission has scatucory responsibilities, the 
Military Escablishmenc under the direccion of the Commander-in Chief, 
has by che Constitution and laws of the United States, clearly defined 
responsibilities to provide for the defense of the United States. 
This Involves preparation of suitable war plans and the maintenance of 
an effective fighting force in readiness. 

"In order effectively to carry out the responsibilities of the 
Military Establishment, experience has shown that unity of command 
is essential. There must be a clear chain of authority originating 
with a single individual, the Commander-in-Chief, acting with the advice 
of such bodies as the National Security Council, the War Council, che 
Joint Chiefs of Staff and others. This chain should run scraight and 
clean from the Commander-in-Chief to the basic units which will be 
called upon to fight. Wherever a division occurs or wherever a 
single function is to be concrolled by cwo mascers, chere is room 
for failure to act on an essential matter — not necessarily from 
irresponsibility nor from willful neglect but from confusion or lack 
of full understanding as to what must be done and by whom. 



"Unity of command must necessarily include control over material 
the implements without which a fighting force cannot be effective. 
This is manifested in a number of ways. In order to integrate logistic 
and operational plans, the planners must know exactly the location, state 
of readiness and physical condition of weapons and men, and the same type 
of knowledge is essential in order to provide in the best possible manner 
for adequate defense of storage depots. Moreover, flexibility must exist 
in order that storage of weapons may be arranged to fit military require- 
ments. In addition , there are many intangibles which in the aggregate 
are extremely important. One of the most important of these is complete 
familiarity with the particular weapons to be used. The user must know . 
what the weapons look like, how to handle them, their state of readiness 
and the extent to which minor alterations or repairs may be made without 
impairing their effectiveness. And he must have the confidence which 
comes only from complete familiarity with both components and test 
equipment so that he can be completely certain that they will operate 
effectively." 

(U) The memorandum was discussed at a special meeting of the MLC and 
the A£C Commissioners on June IS, Chairman Lilienthal refused to budge 
and no agreement could be reached. A week later at a meeting with 
Secretary Forr^tal and MLC Chairman Carpenter, Mr. Lilienthal admitted 
only that the Commission could not maintain custody of weapons deployed 
to military bases overseas. Five days later, as a result of the 
Soviet blockade of Berlin on June 24, the President ordered a group 
of B-29 bomber^ to England and West Germany. The delivery vehicles 
were now overseas, the weapons were in the States. 

(U) Secretary Forrestal made a strong bid in recommending to the 
President chat weapons be transferred to the custody of the Department 
of Defense. By his letter of July 21, 1948, based upon the recommendations 
of the Army, Navy-, Air Force and Joint Chiefs of Staff, Secretary 
Forrestal urged the President to advise the Atomic Energy Commission 
that delivery to the armed forces of stockpiled atomic weapons would 
be directed. This recommendation was denied by the President who, 
essentially, concurred with the A£C Chairman's recommendation. 

(U) According to Secretary Forrestal, the President had inf ormed' hla 
chat it might be possible to reexamine this issue at a later date, 
perhaps after the fall elections. On July 24, 19A8, the President 
declared in the course of a public statement on the occasion of the 
release of the fourth Semi-Annual Report of the Atomic Energy 
Commission. His statement is quoted below: 

*'As President of the United States, I regard the continued con- 
trol of all aspects of the atomic energy program, including research, 
development and the custody of atomic weapons, as the proper function 
of the civil authorities. Congress has recognized that the existence 
of this new weapon places a grave responsibility on the President as 
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to its use in the event of a national emergency. There must, of course 
be very close cooperation between the civilian Commission and the Military 
Establishment . Both the military authorities and the civilian Commission 
deserve high commendation for the joint efforts which they are putting 
forward to maintain our nation's leadership in this vital work." 

(U) In a letter received by Secretary Forrestal on August 6, 1948, the 
President reiterated his position by stating the '*I do not feel justified 
... to order the transfer of the stockpiles to the armed services." 
In his formal reply the President explained that he did not feel justified 
in exercising his authority under the provisions of the Atomic Energy Act 
of 1946 to order the transfer of the stockpile to the armed services. 
He stated that his decision was based on considerations of public policy, 
the necessarily close relation between custody and weapon research, the 
efficiency of existing methods of custody, and surveillance, and the 
general world situation. 

(U) However, at this point it is worth noting that the National Security 
Act of 1947, strengthened civilian control of the armed forces by 
providing in the Declaration of Policy that: 

0^ 

" it is the intent of Congress to provide. .. .three military 

departments to provide for their authoritative coordination and 

unified direction under civilian control...** 

(U) In addition , after establishing a National Military Establishment 
and providing that the Secretary of Defense shall be the head thereof, 
(Section 201) the Act further provided in Section 202 that: 

"There shall be a Secretary of Defense who shall be appointed from 
civilian life by the President, by and with the advice and consent of 

the Senate: PROVIDED , That a person who has within ten years been on 
active duty as a commissioned officer in a regular component of the 
Armed Forces shall not be eligible for appointment as Secretary of 
Defense." This concept of civilian control has been carried through 
and reemphaslzed in subsequent amendments to the National Security 
Act. 

(U) As a result of the President's decision, efforts were concentrated 
within the Department of Defense, with the assistance of the Atomic 
Energy Commission, to improve to the maximum, the plans for emergency 
transfer of weapons. The plans were exercised, reviewed and revised 
as necessary* to maximize efficiency and speed using the complicated 
transfer machinery and assure that weapons were made available to the 
armed forces and placed in usable position in the shortest possible 
time. 



(U) Also, the Armed Forces Special Weapons Project was directed by 
Che three Service Chiefs co "cake seeps co crain sufficient personnel 
CO enable Che National Military Establishment to assume full custody 
and surveillance as soon as possible, if and when the President authorizes 
Che cransfer of such responsibilities to the Department of Defense." 

(U) All weapons including both nuclear and non-nuclear components 
remained in custody of the Atomic Energy Commission except for short 
periods for maneuvers and training by the military until Che Spring of 
1950. An Agreement Between the Atomic Energy CoaBnisslon and the 
Anned Forces Special Weapons Project on Storage Site Operations and 
Maintenance, which was concluded in May of 1949, delineated the 
responsibility assigned to the military and AEC personnel at sites in 
this regard. 

(U) The dispute over custody was not the only dispute during these 
early years. The euphoria generated by the end of hostilities in 1945 
had been quickly overwhelmed by the sobering developments in East- 
West relations in 1947. The threat of Soviet aggression in 1947 increased 
Che demands for more weapons as well as the need for better rapport and 
communications between the AEC and the military, in particular the 
Military Liaison Committee. A draft Presidential stockpile directive 
for calendar yea^ 1947 was prepared. by the AEC staff and the Secretaries 
of War and Navy and approved by the Coimsisslon on March 27. It declared 
that the JCS and service secretaries believed the "the present supply of 
atomic weapons. . .not adequate to meet the security requirements of the 
Uniced Scaces."., They further urged chat the production of weapons 
receive first priority. 

^ At a meeting in the White House on April 3, 1947, for the purpose 
of briefing President Truman on the existing stockpile sicuacion, the 
Presidenc was shocked Co learn that the nuclear stockpile was so small 
(and that none of ' the bombs had been assembled nor were there competent 
teams available for assembly) . The number of weapons available (about 
13) was left blank on Che reporc buc provided orally Co Che President 
by Chairman Lilienchal. The meeting ended on that grim note. The 
question turned to which had first priority, reactors for the peacetime 
application of atomic energy or new weapons for war. It was not until 
a year and a half lacer however chac it became possible co make any 
large increases in che stockpile. Secretary Forrestal had become 
convinced after the Berlin crisis of 1948 that nuclear weapons offered 
the cheapest means of buying security. Mass production of large 
quantities of smaller and lighter weapons was now technologically 
possible and both Secretary Forrestal and General Nichols shared the 
belief thac a subscancial increase in che number of weapons were needed 
as a cornerscone for our national security. 

(U) In the past, the projected stockpile had not been based on the 
number of nuclear weapons required for strategic nuclear warfare but 

rather on che present and planned AEC production capacicy. Independent 
studies, analyses and targeting plans, however, now justified the need 
for a substantial increase in production co meet the new requirements 
for weapons sent by the Chairman MLC to the Commission on May 26, 1949. 
Mr Lilienthal viewed the military requiremencs as arbitrary and noc based 



on solid military and political evaluations. He was wary of the 
requiremeacs of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and Louis A. Johnson, 
Forrestal's successor, did not assuage Lilienthal's apprehensions. 

(U) After much maneuvering by the DoD, the AEC, the JCAE and the Bureau 
of the Budget, President Truman ordered the executive secretary of the 
National Security Council, Admiral Souers, to review all plans for 
production of nuclear materials and weapons. The Secretary of Defense 
would comprise a special committee to assist Admiral Souers in the study. 

(U) The study had been completed in draft form when President Triiman 
announced on September 23, 19A9 that evidence of a Soviet nuclear 
explosion on August 29, had been detected by the U. S. The reaction 
in Congress was predictable. The push was on for more weapons, which 
was exactly what the draft report to the President had reconmended. 

(U) To Lilienthal, however, the conclusion that a substantial increase 
in the production of nuclear weapons was needed in the interest of 
national security was not justified by any supporting evidence available 
to the A£C. This was the conclusion of the military and not of State 
and AEC. Wher^ there had been hope that State and AEG would participate 
with Defense in determining the need for weapons by the establishment 
of the special committee, there now was apprehension that Secretary 
of Defense Johnson had no intention of allowing State and AEC to enter 
into military, planning. The push for increased production received 
additional emphasis with the advent of the Korean conflict nine months 
later. 

(U) Returning now to custody, there was, by 1950, no doubt of 
technical competence in surveillance, inspection and maintenance 
activities by the military because the military was, in fact, 
performing these functions at that time. As a demonstration of this 
technical competence the military now performed such functions as 
inspection, acceptance, surveillance and routine maintenance of 
stockpile items at the operating storage sites. This work was 
performed by personnel of the AFSWP drawn from the Army, Navy and 
Air Force, under AEC supervision. The AFSWP had been organized in 
the manner of a technical field service and a special weapons depot 
system for support of the operational units. There were approximately 
1,500 trained personnel available for this purpose. 

(U) An example of military participation in custodial operations with 
the Atomic Energy Commission was at Site BAKER, a permanent storage 
site for stockpiled weapons. There were eleven AEC personnel and 
approximately 500 military. The military personnel consisted of two 
assembly teams of 77 technically qualified men each, 140 tc 150 
additional technical and administrative personnel and approximately 
200 security personnel. In addition to training activities and 
supporting military maneuvers involving atomic weapons, the AFSUP 
personnel performed surveillance, inspection, maintenance, conversion. 



15 

mwmr 



cojfieEfimL 

and reciremenc functions for the Comission. Based on the previously 
mentioned agreement between the Department of Defense and the Atomic 
Energy Commission, this pattern had been pursued since June 1949. The 
same pattern was then in effect at all storage sites on a similar 
basis. The Atomic Energy Commission was not at that time staffed to 
perform the necessary functions without military assistance and had 
no plan for other arrangements. The military assistance was in both 
non-nuclear and nuclear activities. 
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CHAPTER 3 
THE PERIOD OF TRANSITION 
1950 - 1952 



(U) The establishment of a National Military Establishment with its 
concept of civilian control of the Department of Defense, and the 
demonstrated proficiency of the AFSHF in participating with and 
assisting the A£C in nuclear and non-nuclear activities "greased the 
skid?" for the next phase in the evolution of control of atomic weapons. 

(U) The MLC recommended to the Joint Chiefs of Staff that the 
Department of Defense should have operational control of the operational 
storage sites and non-nuclear components including war reserve kits 
and spares at the operational sites. A month and a half later in a 
letter to Mr. Early, the Chairman of the KLC, Mr. LeBaron, advised 
him that the A£C was considering a staff study which recomended that the 
AEC obtain the concurrence of the President to "transfer of custody 
of stockpile oir non-nuclear components of atomic bombs to the 
Department of Defense", and "delegation of responsibility for routine 
maintenance of nuclear components of stockpile atomic weapons to the 
Department of Defense." The JCS supported the AEC recommendation to 
DoD provided that the terms would be mutually agreed to by DoD and 
the AEC. 

(2S3et The onset of the Korean War gave rise to grave doubts within 
the DoD concerning our military posture particularly in Europe. The 
JCS requested permission to store non-nuclear components in England. 
Only the nuclear capsules would then have to be moved from the States. 
This proposal was discussed in a meeting on June 10 between the AEC 
and Che MLC. Mr. Robert LeBaron, the MLC Chairman, convinced the 
AEC Commissioners that they should request the President to authorize 
the transfer of those components to the military and the storage in the 
United Kingdom. 

Urwt ) The next day, Defense Secretary Johnson and AEC Chairman 
Gordan Dean met with President Truman who approved the request. 
Twenty days later the President authorized the transfer of additiona l 
non-nuclear components to Guam and the aircraft carrier, ^HH^V 

(CFRD) In view of the seriousness of the world situation at the time 
Ic had been decided to deploy additional medium bomb wings at overseas 
locations. By having non-nuclear components readily available to 
these units, the initial strikes against their assigned targets could 
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be mounted in a much shorter time, and the time schedule for subsequent 
attacks could be advanced. The nuclear components could be flow to 
these units by fast air transport. In addition, airlift was becoming 
more critical due to the situation in the Far East and the reduction in 
airlift required to implement the strategic air offensive by storing 
non-nuclear compon ents with the d eployed units would result in an 
important saving. VH^IHBB "^^s equipped to carry and maintain atomic 
bombs, and AJ-1 aircraft with an atomic weapon capability were scheduled 
to operate from this ship. 



(SEfifr) Before the end of the year ^[^non^nuclear compone nts had been 
mSved to the United Kingdom, MBB^^HBM^^BHI. and Wto Guam. 

Eleven non-nuclear components were aboard ^H^H^B when it deployed 

to the Mediterranean in September, 1950. By agreement among the military 

services the components deployed to operational bases overseas or 

aircraft carriers were under the accountability and security responsibility 

of the service concerned, while necessary functional surveillance 

was perforroed by its units subject to technical direction and control 

by the Aimed Forces Special Weapons Project. The nuclear components 

for these weapons remained in the custody of the Atomic Energy Conalsslon 

in the Continental United States. 

(U) This transfer of non-nuclear components of atomic weapons by no 
means satisfied the requirement of the Department of Defense that forces 
and weapons be placed in strategically sound locations and that the 
divided and overlapping responsibilitites in the field of military 
material and^ operations be eliminated. The transfer, however, did 
partially eliminate a most difficult problem of logistical movement 
of material to strategic locations. 

(^n0) The readiness program necessitated storage of non-nuclear 
components aboard other CVB class carriers, equipped similarly to the 
^HmUm when the vessels were operating outside continental limits 
of the United States. 



(^jrD) When the_ 
components aboard . 



in the Mediterranean, it also had non-nuclear 
This action h ad been appr oved by the President on 
6 December 1950. Subsequent, thefimUm was loaded under slsillar 

conditions with non-nuclear components in May of 1951. Here, also, the 
nuclear components remained in the custody of the Atomic Energy Commission 
in the United States « to be transferred to the ship by air upon 
approval of the President. 

(U) The legal basis for the transfer was Section 6 of the Atomic 
Energy Act of 1946 which provided that: 

"The President nay from time to time direct the Coimalsslon to 
deliver such quantitites of fissionable materials or weapons to the 
armed forces for such use as he deems necessary in the interest of 
national defense." 



(U) The following is quoced from a memorandiisi from che General Counsel 
for the Department of Defense to Che Chairman, Military Liaison CosEsictee, 
dated 10 April 1950: 

"Section 6(a) of the Atomic Energy Act of 1946 provides that the 
Conmisslon is authorized to do research and development work in the 
military application of atomic energy and to engage in production of 
atomic bombs, bomb parts and other military weapons utilizing fission- 
able materials at a rate determined by the President. This Section 
further provides, however* that "The President from time to time may 
direct the Commission (1) to deliver such quantities of fissionable 
materials or weapons to the armed forces for such use as he deems 
necessary in the interest of national defense or (2) to authorize 
the armed forces to manufacture, produce, or acquire any equipment 
or device utilizing fissionable material or atomic energy as a military 
weapon The House Committee Report paraphrases subsection (2) of 
the above quoted language as follows: '(2) To authorize the ^rmed 
forces to manufacture, produce or acquire any equipment or device 
capable of making use of fissionable material or peculiarly adapted 
for making use of atomic energy as a military weapon. ' It seems 
clear from the foregoing that the President may direct the Commission 
to transfer atomic bombs or parts thereof to the Department of Defense 
and there iST no provision of law which would prevent the Department 
of Defense from receiving weapons and parts so transferred." 

(U) On lA June 1950, the President had approved the permanent transfer 
of 90 MK A'-non'-nuclear assemblies to the armed forces for training. 
This transfer was based on a requirement established by the Chief, 
Armed Forces Special Weapons Project, for 

"a. AFSVF training programs for assonbly organizations 
stationed at Sandia Base and Sites Able, Baker and Charlie. The 
ability of these assembly organizations produce properly assembled 
bombs at a rate not less than that called for by war plan schedules 

can be proved only by frequent actual performance of continuous 
assembly work for several days on bombs in stockpile condition. 

,"b. USAF and USN training requirements for their respective 
atomic bomb assembly and delivery organizations. 

"c. A desire on the part of the Department of Defense to deter- 
mine combat readiness of the atomic stockpile." 

These non-nuclear assemblies were transferred to the Armed Forces 
Special Weapons Project and since they were not transferred for opera- 
tional purposes, they are not believed subject to further consideration 
here. 
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(U) The transfer of nuclear componencs from the AEC to the DoD, however, 
is CO be one, of the major historical issues. AEC Chairman Dean believed 
(as did all the CoDnsissionsers)chat the AEC was responsible for safe- 
guarding nuclear material and, that in the exercise of this responsibility, 
the authority of the AEC would extend to weapons In the custody of the 
DoD. It was also the general AEC belief that the Chairman along with 
the Secretaries of State and Defense would be able to present their 
views to the President on any JCS request for transfer of nuclear weapons 
or expending a weapon on a certain target. Chairman Dean, having somehow 
found out that the JCS had requested the President to transfer a small 
number of nuclear weapons to the military, called the White House. Much 
to Dean's dismay, the President i^ad already decided to approve the 
transfer when he invited Dean to the White House on the afternoon of 
April 6. Dean did, however, receive the definite impression that the 
President would call for State and AEC participation in any deliberations 
on the use of nuclear weapons. 

(U) The transfer was directed in the interest of national defense and 
General Hoyt S. Vandenburg, Chief of Staff, U.S. Air Force was designated 

as Che personal representative of the President for custody of the weapons 
acting as the executive agent of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

(U) The consideration of transfer of the nuclear components of atomic 
weapons in the Spring of 1951 was not without surprises however, in both 
the AEC and JCS. At least one member of the AEC thought that AEC 
custody was Van empty concept." Curiously enough, the JCS disapproved as 
"untimely" a joint MLC/AEC memorandum which proposed that nuclear 
components be transferred to the custody of the DoD in numbers to match 
the non-nuclear components already deployed. 

^.gPKD) After details incident to the transfer had been completed, the 
weapons were moved Co Guam in late June of the same year and placed 
vich Che Air Force Special Weapons Unit there. This unit was assigned 
to the Air Force task organization deployed to Guam. 

(U) The same general reasons for this transfer were to accommodate 
the DoO requirement as explained in the letter from the Chairman, 
Military Liaison Committee, to the Atomic Energy Commission of 14 June 
1948 which was quoted earlier, and che same provision of Che Atomic 
Energy Acc applied as for che original cransfer of non-nuclear assemblies. 

(U) At this time, and partially as a result of the transfer actions 
noted above, it became necessary to revise the Agreement Between the 
Atomic Energy Commission and che Armed Forces Special Weapons Project 
on Storage Site Operations and Maintenance. This was done and a new. 
agreement became effective on 3 August 1951. 
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(U) In January 1952, the Joint Chiefs of Staff expressed the reauirenenc 
for a mxnimuia number of atomic weapons to support military operations. 
Realizing that the number would be unattainable for a period of years, 
the JCS stated practical requirements which they felt must be fiU.filled. 
It became obvious to the Department of Defense as a result of this 
action that for operational flexibility in the offensive use of atomic 
weapons, it was essential thac, until such time as the minimum require- 
ments of atomic weapons could be produced, all weapons should be in the 
custody of the Department of Defense, except for such weapons as might 
be returned to the Atomic Energy Commission for quality inspection. 

iC^BD) In June 1952, a requirement was established by the Joint Chiefs 
OE Staff for deployment of additional non-nuclear components overseas. 
The Air Force had deployed a fighter wing and a light bomber wing to 
Europe to augment the air forces allocated Supreme Allied Command, 
Europe. These units were equipped with aircraft capa ble of del ivering 
the smaller atomic bombs. Two aircraft carriers, t^he^m^^m^^ 
^^■■■^ were scheduled to depart the Continental United States 
enroute to the Western Pacific in September. These tvo CV-9 class 
carriers in addition to the three CVB class carriers mentioned 
earlier would be modified by that date to give each vessel a full 
capability for storage and handling atomic bombs. The carrier air 
groups aboard these carriers would have aircraft capable of 
delivering the weapons. 

Additional non-nuclear components were requested for deployment 
to the United Kingdom, Guam, f^HPend for carriers in an operational 

status. In each location adequate storage facilities either existed 
or were scheduled for completion prior to deployment of the additional 
components. The Secretary of Defense supported this requirement and 
the President approved the transfer and deployment on 22 July 1952. 
The components were subsequently received by the Armed Forces Special 
Weapons Project and delivered to the Special Weapons Units at .the 
designated destinations. 
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CHAPTER 4 



DoD QUEST FOR CUSTODY 



1951 - 1953 



(U) Meanwhile Che long-standing concencion of the Deparcnent of Defense 
chat ic should have overall custody of stockpile atomic weapons had been 
quiescent but not forgotten. An A£C-DoD agreement on "Responsibilities 
for Stockpile Operations" in August 1951 was not implemented ui^til June 
1952 when AEC and AFSVP agreed on the Operations of National Stockpile 
sites under the conoand of AFSUF. It appears that both sides were not coo 
anxious to commit themselves. 

(U) On 11 December 1951, the matter of custody was raised again by the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff. They expressed the view that the current system 
of divided responsibility for storage, surveillance, maintenance and 
security of the stockpile was harmful to the best interests of the 
United States and that the Armed Forces should have sufficient numbers 
of atomic weapons in their custody to assure operational flexibility 
and military readiness. A proposal, initiated by the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff and supported by the Secretary of Defense, resulted in the 
President's approval of the following concepts regarding atomic weapons 
on 10 September 1952: 

"a. Use of Atomic Weapons 

"In the event of a positive decision, the President would 
authorize the Secretary of Defense to use atomic weapons under such 
conditions as the President may specify. 

"b. The Department of Defense should have custodial responsibility 
for stocks of atomic weapons outside the continental United States and 
for such numbers of atomic weapons in the continental United States as 
may be needed to assure operational flexibility and military readiness 
for use, subject to subparagraph a; above. 

"c. The Atomic Energy Conmtission should maintain custodial 
responsibility for the remainder of the stockpile of atomic weapons. 

"d. Each agency should provide the facilities for storage of 
atomic weapons over which it maintains custodial responsibility. 

"e. Where custodial responsibilities may be changed by Presi- 
dential directive without physical movement of weapons, reimbursement 
for existing storage facilities should not be required. 
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"f. The Department of Defense should provide physical security 
and services required for the operation of all storage sites for atomic 
weapons . 

"g. For storage facilities for which the Atomic Energy Commission 
is responsible, the services provided by the Department of Defense should 
include normal administrative services, and under the technical supervision 
of the Atomic Energy Commission the performance of such maintenance, 
surveillance, modernization and modif icaclon work as is deemed appropriate 
for accomplishment at the site. 

"h. The Department of Defense should provide the Atomic Energy 
Commission with surveillance information on atomic weapons under 
Department of Defense custody and access to such weapons for such 
purposes as the Atomic Energy Commission may determine to be necessary, 
including the determination of the effects of environmental and operational 
conditions and rotation, modification and major retrofit programs. 

"1. The Department of Defense should state its military require^ 
ments for numbers and types of atomic weapons including the desired 
military characteristics thereof. 

" j . The Atomic Energy Commission should propose rates of 
production and production goals for weapon materials in the light of 
stated military requirements and of the Commission's capabilities for 
meeting these requirements. 

"k. The President, in light of subparagraph i. and J. above, will 
determine the atonic weapon production program. 

"1. The Department of Defense should establish appropriate 
criteria and conduct such tests and evaluations beyond those conducted 
by the Atomic Energy Commission as deemed necessary to ascertain 
acceptability of weapons to meet the stated military characteristics." 

As set forth in the above concepts , the Department of Defense would 

have custodial responsibility for stocks of atomic weapons outside the 
Continental United States and for such numbers within the country as 
might be needed to assure operational flexibility and military readiness. 
The concept also recognized that the Department of Defense should 
provide the physical security and services required for operation of 
all storage sites. 

(U) A study made within the Department of Defense of the custody 
situation as of 30 September 1952, painted out that the Department of 
Defense then exercised custodial responsibility for weapons deployed to 
overseas sites, weapons stored aboard aircraft carriers, training 
weapons, and maneuver weapons. Working agreements had brought greatly 
increased DoD participation in weapons production, handling, safeguarding 
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and maintenance both of nuclear and non-nuclear components. It further 
indicated that the growth of the stockpile during the coming decade would 
place the storage and care of atomic weapons in the category of big 
business and that this called for business-like methods and clear-cut 
functions and responsibilities. Three major problems were considered 
to be involved: security, availability, and storage. 

(U) The study proposed essentially that the Department of Defense 
continue to be responsible for security and that availability be satisfied 
by the custody of the non-nuclear and nuclear components of atomic weapons 
which are stored at overseas storage sites, aboard aircraft carriers, 
and in all national and operational storage sites in this country, except 
for such weapons as might be returned to the Atomic Energy Commission for 
quality inspection. It indicated, however, that the Atomic Energy 
Commission would retain legal and "technical" custody of fissionable 
material. 

(U) The Secretary of Defense and the Joint Chiefs of Staff, using the 
study as a basis, proposed to seek from the President an executive order 
which would affect the complete reorganization of the custody situation. 
This would include transfer of the entire stockpile of weapons both 
nuclear and non-nuclear components to the Department of Defense and 
assumption by^t of responsibility for storage and security, as well as 
accomplishment of such surveillance, modification and maintenance 
mutually agreed with the Atomic Energy Conmission as appropriate for 
storage sites. The proposal would leave the Atomic Energy Commission 
only with responsibility for the establishment of standards for 
surveillance, for quality control measures and for major retrofit and 
modification programs. After consxatation by the Secretary of Defense 
with the Secretary of State and the Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission, 
it was concluded that the proposed action was then inadvisable and 
the action therefore was suspended. 

(U) In October 1952, the Secretary of Defense requested the current 
views of the Joint Chiefs of Staff with respect to the deployment of 
nuclear components of atomic weapons to those areas where non-nuclear 
components were already deployed in light of the approved "concepts 
regarding atomic weapons" enumerated above* The Joint Chiefs of Staff, 
in reply, stated that it was essential to operational readiness and 
military flexibility that nuclear components be deployed outside the 
Continental llaits of the United States at the earliest practicable 
date. They recommended that approval be obtained, as an immediate 
step, to effect deployment to storage locations ashore and afloat 
wherein the decision to do so rested solely with the United Sates 
and stated that diplomatic negotiations necessary to accomplish the 
remainder of the forward deployment should be undertaken. 
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(U) On 8 June 1953, the Secretary of Defense initiated action to obtain 
the consideration of the Secretary of State and the Chairman, Atomic Energy 
Commission, for this requirement. With the concurrence of the Secretary 
of State and the Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission, the Secretary 
requested Presidential approval to effect transfer of custody from the 
Atomic Energy Comnission and to deploy nuclear components in numbers 
equal to the non-nuclear deployments then approved to those storages 
afloat and ashore wherein the decision to do so rested solely with the 
United States. The President approved this request on 20 June 1953, 
subject to the understanding that the number of nuclear components 
deployed to each storage location would not exceed the number of non- 
nuclear assemblies actually deployed to that location and that adequate 
surveillance procedures would be available at each storage location 
before actual deployment. 

CCHHH Arrangements were made with the Atomic Energy Commission for 
specific types of components and the initial deployment under this 
authorization was made to Guam and to carriers of the Atlantic and 
Pacific fleets. 

(U) With Che advent of the construction and operational status of 
operational storage sites under the jurisdiction of the Atomic Energy 
Comnission and the military services, it became necessary for agreements 
to be made between the Atomic Energy Commission and the Services 
concerned and to delineate more specifically the responsibilities 
of the Armed Forces Special Weapons Project and the individual Services. 
In May 1952 r^he Atomic Energy Commission and the Air Force reached 
agreement as to the procedures to be applicable at those operational 
sites within the United States under control of the Air Material 
Command. These sites, according to the agreement, would function 
under the same arrangement as that concluded between the Atomic Energy 
Commission and the Armed Forces Special Weapons Project on 9 November 
1951. By memorandum of 16 October 1953, the Secretary of Defense 
delineated responsibilities of the Armed Forces Special Weapons 
Project and the individual Services as follows: 

"1. The following responsibilities of the Department of Defense 
pertaining to atomic weapons in its custody will be exercised by the 
Chief,* Armed Forces Special Weapons Project, reporting directly to the 
Secretary of Defense. 

"a. Advising the Secretary of Defense as to the technical 
status of the stockpile of atomic weapons and recommending action 
to correct any deficiency or condition limiting employment. 

"b. Maintaining a centralized system of reporting and 
accounting to ensure that the current status and location of atomic 
weapons and components in the custody of the Department of Defense will 
be known at all times by the Chief, Armed Forces Special Weapons 
Project. 



2k 

jmmm 



-CONriDCNTIAL 



"c. Arranging for the distribuCion to the various sites of 
atonic weapons including both nuclear and . non-nuclear components by 
number and type required by the Joint Chiefs of Staff to satisfy war 
plans. 

"2. The following responsibilities of the Department of Defense 
pertaining to atomic weapons in its custody will be exercised by the 
Chief, Armed Forces Special Weapons Project, reporting to the respective 
Secretaries of the Army, Navy and Air Force or their designated 
representatives. 

"a. Scheduling and performance of nuclear and non-nuclear 
maintenance and minor modernization programs at National Stockpile 
Sites. 

"b. Scheduling nuclear and non-nuclear maintenance and 
minor modernization programs at Operational Storage Sites. 

"c. Establishing major modernization schedules in conjunction 
with the Atomic Energy Commission^ 

j;d. Intra-site handling at National Stockpile Sites. 

"e. Inter-site transportation and enroute security between 

"(1) National Stockpile Sites and 

"(2) National Stockpile Sites and ZI Operational 
Storage Sites, except as required for quality assurance 
and major modernization. 

"f. Initial functional surveillance inspections at National 
Stockpile Sites. 

"g. Internal security of National Stockpile Sites. . 

"h. Budgeting for: 

"(1) Construction of facilities at National Stockpile 
Sites and ZI Operational Storage Sites, except for those 
facilities required by the Atomic Energy Commission for 
quality assurance. 

"(2) Equipment required for maintenance of nuclear 
and non-nuclear components except as provided in subparagraph 
3h(2). 

"(3) Transportation prescribed in paragraph 2e above. 

"3. The Secretaries of the Army, Navy and Air Force are charged 
with the following residual custodial responsibilities of the 
Department of Defense for the ZI and overseas Operational Sites under 
their operation: 
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"a. Performance of nuclear and non-nuclear maintenance 
and minor modernization programs . 

"b. Intra -site handling . 

'•c. inter-site transportation and enroute security^ except 
as required for quality assurance and major modernization. 

' d. Preparation of weapons for shipment to meet shipping 

schedules . 

"e. Receiving and unloading shipments at railheads, 

"f. Initial fxinctional surveillance inspections, 

"g. Internal security, 

'h. Budgeting for: 

' (1) Transportation prescribed in subparagraph 3c above. 

"(2) Equipment required for maintenance of nuclear and 
non-nuclear components as agreed by the Service operating 
the Operational Site and the Armed Forces Special Weapons 
Project." 

The contents of this directive were partially covered in the mission of 
the Defense Atomic Support Agency when the Armed Forces Special 
Weapons Project was reorganized and so designated. The directive 
was rescinded by the Secretary oi Defense on 2 February 1960. The 
new mission of the Defense Atomic Support Agency was formalized in 
May 1959. 
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CHAPTER 5 

THE DEVELOPMENT OF WIDE DISPERSAlJs 

1.952 - 1955 



uzse 1952, the Joint Chiefs of St&ff submitted & long range pro- 
gram for the storage of non-nuclear components at overseas locations. 
Five of the storage areas we re n ot involved in negotiations. These were 
Alaska » Guam, Hawaii ,^^BHfe^n(^ aircraft carriers. Satisfactory- 
arrangements were in effect concerning two of the storage locations. 
These were the United Kingdom ^°c^^l^l^l^lH^imH^^HB^ 
Authorization had been recei ved from the P resident for storage at one 
additional location which was^^H^^^^^^^^K_ The remaining areas in 
the long range plan were thei 

Germany, ^^^IH^^I^^^^^^B^S- The Joint Chiefs of Staff recom- 
mended that negotiations to obtain storage rights at these locations pro- 
ceed, on a priority basis as expeditiously as each case would permit. 

In discussing this long range plan with the President, the Secretary of 
Defense was informed that the President: 

'a) was prepared to release reasonable numbers of non-nuclear com- 
ponents for deployment outside the Continental United States and areas under 
solid U.S. control, and to approve allocations to aircraft carriers; 

fb) would approve deployment of reasonable numbers of non-nuclear 
components to areas not under U.S. control where the country was politically 
and economically stable, and where adequate U.S. forces were on the spot 
to provide security and defense, if necessary. 

(c) was of the opinion that with the wide distribution which (a) and (b) 
above woxild permit and with the assurances given him of the ability to 
transport promptly by air or otherwise the components required, he did 
not at this time feel justified in widening the area of risk through release 
and deployment and was inclined to feel that the security of the non-nuclear 
components ranked equally with that of fissionable material. 



( SrR& ) The President stated that if the ability to transport and to deliver to 
the target had not been overstated to him by the Services involved, the amounts 
authorized for deployment would appear adequate for any plans known to him. 
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He indicated, however, that after considering his views if his miiitary 
advisors were able to show compelling reasons for shipment outside the 
United States o£ additional non-nuclear components beyond those which 
his program would provide, he would be glad to reconsider the matter. 
The President specifically expressed concern over the political instability 

t ^RP l The Joint Chiefs of Staff were informed of the President's views 
and After reconsideration they informed the Secretary of Defense that they 
still believed their recommendation was sound, particularly in light of the 

atomic delivery capability of forces then in or soon to be deployed to 

West Germany »mm|||||^the United Kingdom, and in consideration of the 
following factors: 

(a) Under duress of hostilities any arrangements made to furnish com- 
plete atomic weapons to forces in the combat areas from the storage loca- 
tions in areas contiguous thereto would be subject to delays resulting from 
communications difficulties, logistic complexities and hostile actions. 
Realization of the most effective support for allied and U.S. forces could 
only be attained by the forward storage of complete atomic weapons in areas 
occupied by U.S. forces; delays in bringing weapons to bear on a target were 
considered to be unacceptable in the fluid situation which would exist in the 
period immediately following the outbreak of hostilities. 

(h) The military risks inherent in the storage of complete atomic 
weapons were acceptable and no greater than the risk which had been 
accepted with respect to US troops and other equipment already there. US 
forces could be depended on to furnish a degree of protection for atomic 
weapons against overt and covert actions under both peacetime and wartime 
conditions . 

'c) It was realized that many political and psychological considerations 
offered deterrence to foreign concurrence in the deployment of atomic weapons 
overseas. For that reason the Joint Chiefs of Staff considered it unpropitious to 
store atomic weapons ^HH^^^t that time. However, deployment of weapons 
elsewhere in Europe and^|^^^was timely and could serve as assurance to 
allied people that allied forces would have the ability to counter any acts of 
Soviet aggression. 

fSPra) The Joint Chiefs of Staff recommended that Presidential approval be 
obtained for the storage of nuclear and nonnuclear components of atomic 
weaoon^fl^^^^H^^West Germany, the storage of nuclear "omponents in 
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the United Kingdom and ^I^V^MK and that after approval the 
5ecretary of State be requested to initiate diplomatic negotiations necessarv 
to accomplish these actions . ' 

(S^g^he Joint Chiefs of Staff reiterated the requirement for storage in 
^^^^^^^^^HHl^m November 1952 to support the then current 
operations orders, in that such storage would "facilitate deployment of 
strike forces, relieve D-Day demands on air transport and increase the 
capability to strike in critical days following the commencement of hostilities." 
In December the Department of State was asked to initiate action as required 
to permit this deployment, and in February 1953 the Secretary of Defense was 
mtormed that the existing base agreements covered construction of atomic 
weapons storage facilities and storage of non-nuclear components .at these 
locations . 



.U) On June 20 1953, the President approved the request of the Secretary 
of Defense to effect deployment of nuclear components "in numbers equal 
to the nonnuclea^ deployments now approved to those storages afloat and 
ashore wherein the decision to so deploy rests solely with the United 
States" provided that: 

(a) The number of nuclears deployed will not exceed the number of 
nonnuclears at each location. 

(b) Adequate surveillance procedures will be available at each location 
prior to deployment. 

^""''^^ "^^^ recommended by the Special Committee of the 
National Security Council on Atomic Energy. The action authorized the 
aeplovmentof upto^nuciears. As of June 30, 1953. over ^^onnu clear 
^P^^ were located in overseas areas; «in the United Kingdom, » 
^^HKHBH^on Guam, with the remaining «on carriers 

(U) The authorization for deployment of nuclear components "to match the 
noi^uclear components already deployed evidently was now ti^eTy or he 
JCS as opposed to their previous position two years earlier. 

The Secretary of Defense initiated action on the Joint Chiefs recom 
menoation lor storage of nuclear and nonnuclear components mmSL^r 
West Germany and for storage of nuclear components in the uTi!;?!5ngdom 
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and^HHI^^H^^ In memoranda to the A£C Chairman on August 8, 
1953 and April 12, 1954, he also requested the release of nuclear components 
\iiider the Presidential approval. In April 1954, the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
were notified that authority had been obtained to deploy complete weapons to the 
United Kingdom and flH^B^HHI^ same time the Secretary of State 

was requested by the Secretary of Defense to arrange for necessa ry authority 
for the storage of complete weapons in West Germany In June 

1954, the Secretary of Defense was able to notify the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
lhat they were authorized to deploy and store both nuclear and nonnudear 
components in West Germany; however, only nonnudear components were 
authorized for deployment WtKtl^^ 

(U) Also, in September 1954, the Joint Chiefs of Staff recozzunended to the 
Secretary of Defense that approval be obtained for on-base storage of atomic 
weapons in the Continental United States. The Secretary was informed that 
there was a requirement for 22 storage facilities for strategic air operations 
and that additional facilities would be required for air defense installations 
and anti-submarine Jsases . The Joint Chiefs of Staff believed that the same 
principle of improved combat readiness should be applied to atomic opera* 
tions conducted from or within CONUS as had been provided by overseas 
deployment of atomic weapons and that the necessary atomic storage facilities 
on or near CONUS bperating bases should be constructed to provide this readi* 
ness capability. It should be noted that this action would be covered by the 
concepts previously approved by the President. 

fU) The Joint Chiefs of Staff did not request transfer of weapons but noted 
the willingness of the Services to undertake the necessary construction 
provided budgetary authorization could be obtained. It was believed that 
the Services shoxild provide these storage facilities in that many existing 
facilities could be modified, details of storage plans would be intimately related 
to operational needs, and some time could be saved by having the Services pre- 
pare and. implement the construction plans. This was recommended even though 
the existing AEC-DoD Agreement provided that the AEC was responsible for 
construction of all initial storage facilities and major additions thereto. 

(U) The Secretary of Defense expressed concurrence with the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff in the principle of dispersed storage and designated the Military 
Liaison Committee as the agency of the Department to negotiate with the 
AEC such revisions of existing storage agreements as may be necessary to 
implement the dispersal program and initiate action to obtain the coordination 
and cooperation of the Commission in this regard. The Secretary submitted 
the program to the President in December of 1954 and informed him of an 
agreement between the Secretary of Defense and the AEC Chairman, and the 
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desirability of transferring weapons to the custody of the Department of 
Defense if the on-base dispersal program was implemented. 

(U) Recognizing concern as to the possible impact on the American public, 
our Allies and the USSR of the military controlling custody of large numbers 
of weapons and considering that these possible reactions should not justify 
a lower degree of readiness, the Secretary of Defense felt that the possible 
jreactions should be considered in the authorization and actual scheduling 
of weapons in order that adverse reaction cotild be kept to a minimum or 
avoided. The President was requested to concur in the concept of on -base 
dispersal as outlined and to direct the AEC to transfer to the Defense Depart- 
ment a sufficient number of nuclear weapons components to meet July 1955 
schedules. 

iSFilDt The long range plans for overseas deployment provided for increasing 
the pres ent authorization of^BRnuciear and ^^^nonnuclear components to 
^Vand respectively. As in the past, no deployments would be made 
until adequate storage facilities and security arrangements had been provided. 

The Secretary of State also had to agree that the storage of weapons in any 
area not under US jurisdiction had been cleared diplomatically and was polit- 
ically expedient. 

(S FRB ) The plans called for on -base storage for ^^weapons for each heavy 
bombardment wing for a tot al of a pproximately weapons . Authorization 
was requested for a total of^B^nudear and I^Vnonauclear components 

to be transferred to the DoD to meet the July I, 1955 deployment schedule as 
shown on the following page. 

fU) The President replied that he had reviewed the policy considerations 
connected with large scale dispersal of atomic weapons both overseas and on 
operational bases in CONUS and approved the plan set forth in the letter from 
the Secretary of Defense. He furthe r determined that, in the interest of 
national defense, atomic weapons would be dispersed overseas and within 
CONUS to the extent required by military readiness. Custody of the weapons 
would be transferred to the DoD in accordance with mutually acceptable 
arrangements between the AEC and the DoD in regard to readiness, mainte- 
nance and improvement responsibilities and in accordance with mutually 
acceptable arrangements in regard to dispersal of such weapons as the AEC 
deemed not yet ready for full release and transfer to the DoD. The numbers of 
weapons to be transferred were to be directed by the President in separate actionn 
from time to time. At the same time. the President directed the AEC to trans- 
fer to the DoD the numbers of weapons components requested by the letter from 
the Secretary of Defense. 
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TABUE I 

LONG RANGE DEPLOYMENT PLAN 
FY 1955 



Nuclear s 



1 Dec 54 



1 Jan 55 



I.Jul 55 



No, 



No. 



76 



No. 



19.2** 



'* 19.2' 



19.2 mm 

f 12.6 mm 

31.8 1W 
Non -Nuclea rs 



20.3 

19.9 
40.2 



m 20 

1 -2- 

& 20 



20, 



24.6 



1 Jan 56 



1 Jul 56 



No. 



7c 

20.3 

19.4 * 
39.7 



No. 



28.2 



20.2 

15.7 ^ 
35.9 



30.9 



252 6.7 557 12.2 670 12.8* 670 11.2* 
■V 26.7 mm 36.8 41.0 42.1 



" Subject to increase U the Joint Chiefs of Staff increase current 
allocation to Strategic Air Command. 



'^'^ Authorized; deployment not completed. 
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(U) The Joint Chiefs of Staff were informed of the Presidential approval 
and the Chief, Arnned Forces Special Weapons Project (AFSWP) was granted 
authority to receive the weapons components for the OoD in accordance with 
instructions from the Joint Chiefs of Staff. The AEC Chairman was also 
informed of the above action and arrangements were made between the DoD 
and the A£C to accomplish the dispersal program which the President had 
approved. 

(U) It is interesting to note that the President stated in his lett&r of 
December 1, 1954 to Mr. Wilson regarding dispersals for FY 1955 that "I 
approve the general dispersal and employment plan. . ." and "the number of 
weapons to be transferred in connection with the dispersal program will be 
as directed by me in separate actions from time to time as heretofore." 
Mr. Wilson's memorandum to the Chairman. Joint Chiefs of Staff, however, 
stated that "only transfer of additional components to meet subsequent 
schedules will require further Presidential approval." Even though there 
appears to be a difference in meaning and intent between the two documents , 
there is no evidfifnce of any controversy having developed. 

(U) A compilation of the actual FY 1955 deployment authorization is 
shown on the following page . 

(U) At this point, actions had evolved to a fairly stable pattern for estab> 
lishing requirements for weapons deployments and obtaining authority for 
transfer of weapons from the A£C to the DoD and for dispersal of the 
weapons . The Joint Chiefs of Staff had established a requirement for a 
given period for both nuclear and nonnuclear components for dispersal 
both overseas and to operational units in CONUS. These requirements had 
been approved by the President for transfer from the AEC to the DoD. The 
Department of State had been requested to obtain rights for storage at 
certain overseas locations. Storage facilities had been completed and 
additional ones were under construction. Special weapons units had been 
trained and deployed to receive, store, maintain, secure and deliver weapons 
at dispersed locations to delivery units when properly authorized to do so. 
Weapons were received from the AEC for the DoD by the AFSWP when trans- 
fers were made. The AFSWP then arranged with the Services for weapons 
to be delivered to the appropriate special weapons units . 

(U) A new Storage Operations Agreement was entered into by the DoD and the 
AEC on August 3, 1955. This superseded the AEC -DoD Agreement, "Respon- 
sibilities for Stockpile Operations" of August 3, 1951. (NOTE: This new 
agreement was later amended on February 9, 1959.) 



TABI-E II 

{SFRD) NUCLZAR WEAPONS DEPLOYMENT AUTHORIZATION (U) 

FY 1955 



Presidential Authorization 

a. Disposition of Authorization: 

Total Components Requested 
from US Atomic Energy 
Commission 

Actual Deployed &z Dispersed 

Release Requested but not 
DefTloyed 

b. Disposition by Command: 

CiNCLANT 
CINCEUR 
CINCFE 
CINCPAC 
CINCSAC 
Total 

c. Disposition by Location: 

United Kingdom 
West Germany 



Hawaii 

Guam 



Carriers 
Ammo Ships 

Service Storage Facilities 



Total 



Nuclear N on -Nuclear 
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(CiaayT in addition to the dispersals previously described, the President 
had approved the dispersai of atomic weapons to ammunition ships in the 
AUantic and Pacii'ic in April of 1954 to supplement storage ashore. 
Warheads for REGULUS missiles had also been approved for storage 
aboard cruisers and submarines equipped with these missiles. 

(U) With the passage of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, there was no 
significant change in the legal basis for the transfer of custody of atomic 
weapons from the AEC to the DoD in that Section 91b of the Atomic Energy 
Act of 1954 provides that: 

"The President may from time to time direct the Commission (1) to 
deliver such quantities of special nuclear material or atomic weapons to 
the Department of Defense for such use as he deems necessary in the 
interest of national defense, or (2) to authorize the Department of Defense 
to manufacture , produce , or acquire any atomic weapon or utilisation 
facility for military purposes: Provided . however, that such authoriza- 
tion shall not e^ehd to the production of special nuclear material other 
than that incidental to the operation of such utilization facilities." 

(S«tD) At the end of January 1955, nuclear and nonnudea r components of 
atomic weapons had been dispersed to the United Kingdi 



Guam; Hawaii; 



Faboard three Naval vessels in the 
Atlantic and five Naval vessels in the Pacific. Nonnuclea^omponents^^ 
only had been dispersed to the Un ited Kingdom ^ ^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^BBK 

Naval vessels in the Atlantic a nd two Navalvessels in the Pacific. Dispersal 
had been authorized in Alaska .flBHi^^Blkand West Germany but 
neither weapons or components had been stored at these locations at that 
time . 

(CPRlJ) The table below illustrates the National Storage Sites (NSS), 
Operational Storage Sites (OSS) and the schedule showing vhich bases were 
to receive nuclear weapons . 



TABl^ lU . 
). SCHEDULE or BASES (U) 

Continental United States 
National Storage Sites (AFSWP) 




Operational Storage Sites 
' ■ ' y 
Limestone, Maine (AF) 
Rapid City, South Dakota (AF) 
Spokane, Washington (AF) 
Travis AFB, California (AF) 
Yorktown, Virginia (Navy) 
Westover, Massachusetts (AF) 
Hunter AFB, Georgia (planned) 
Seneca, New York (planned) 

Schedule for Bases to Receive Weapons 

Five AFB 1st HaU 1955 

Eight AFB 2nd Half 1955 

. Nine AFB 1956 - 1957 

Follow on: 

Ten Naval Bases (ASW) 
Twenty -one Nike Sites (ADA) 

Thirty-five Air Defense Interceptor Bases (AD) 



(U) In June 1955 , the Joint Chiefs of Staff submitted to the Secretary of 
Defense their recommended dispersal of atomic weapons for the Unified 
and Specified Commands through June 30, 1956. This recommended 
dispersal plan specified both nuclear and thermonuclear weapons at over- 
seas and CONUS bases as a requirement for dispersal and was based both 
on an anticipated increase in the stockpile and approximately 75% of it. 
The Joint Chiefs. of Staff recommendation was predicated upon emergency 
war plans of the Unified and Specified Commanders which* when analyzed, 
showed that these Commanders planned to employ a major portion of their 
allocation of atomic weapons within the first few days after the outbreak 
of hostilities. In view of the logistical complications involved in the 
replenishment of atomic weapons, the Joint Chiefs of Staff recommended 
that the Commanders have on hand at the outset of hostilities the weapons 
to be employed in the first few days of war and in accordance with the 
existing plans. Additionally, their rationale incorporated the concept 
that further overseas deployment and dispersal within CONUS would greatly 
decrease the overall vulnerability of the stockpile to enemy attack. 

(U) It should be noted that for the first time authorizations for weapons 
dispersal were requested by commands rather than by locations only as 
had been done previously. This method was considered preferable by the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff as it provided flexibility to the commanders and could 
be related to their weapons allocations. The Joint Chiefs of Staff stated 
their requirements thus: "that dispersed nuclear components be stored in 
close proximity to delivery forces in order to minimize the possibility of 
capture and to provide rapid availability for use, and that weapons in over- 
seas locations be in consonance with the principle of equitable collocation 
of weapons and delivery forces." 

(U) The Commanders of the Unified and Specified Commands concerned 
were to submit their recommendations for dispersal into those areas where 
the United States did not have full operational control for review and approval 
prior to accomplishment. The plan was submitted to the President and thus 
initiated the next era in the history of the custody of nuclear weapons. 
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CHAPTER 6 



SPLIT CUSTODY 
1955-1957 



/eT*po| When the Secretary of Defense presented to the President the 
requirements for dispersal of weapons for the period to 1 July 1956, the 
matter of custody of thermonuclear weapons was discussed. On August 29, 
1955, the President indicated his general approval of the numbers of weapons 
for dispersal, including thermonuclear weapons, which were recommended 
to him. A total of Hm^nuclear and non-nuclear components, exclusive 

of weapons exceeding a yield of 600 KT , were authorized to be in the custody 
of the Department of Defense as of July 1956. However, he decided tiiat high 
yield weapons, those in excess of 600 KT yield, would remain in the custody 
of the Atomic Energy Commission at dis perse d operational sites in the United 
States and at overseas bases. A total offHIhigh yield weapons were author- 
ized for dispersal. The table on the following page illustrates the FY 1956 
deployment autho^ziation. 

(U) Recognizing that it would be diffictilt to establish suitable procedures 
on a firm basis for AEC custody of a portion of weapons to be stored at DoD 
bases until some, experience was gained, the Department of Defense and the 
Atomic Energy Commission developed and agreed to interim procedures. 
The procedures agreed to on September 6, 1955 provided for &e foUowing: 

"a. The Atomic Energy Commission will limit its custodial control 
and custodial surveillance to those components, assemblies or complete 
weapons which contain special nuclear material. Designated capsules 
dispersed for the high yield weapons concerned will be stored at all times 
in AEC controlled structures or compartments or be accompanied by AEC 
custodians, unless transferred in accordance with Presidential directive 
implementing the Emergency Transfer Plan. No active capsule will be 
inserted in any high yield weapon under AEC custody except with the ex- 
pressed approval of the AEC custodian and in the custodian's presence. 
Components other than capsules containing special nuclear material will 
remain stored in AEC controlled structures or compartments or be 
accompanied by AEC custodians except: 

"{}) When transferred in accordance with Presidential directive 
implementing the Emergency Transfer Plan; 

"(2) For the period when in possession of base personnel for 
on-base inspection, maintenance, modification and readiness exercises; 
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TABLE IV 

NUCLEAR WEAPONS DEPLOYMENT AUTHORIZATION 

1956 

Nuclear Non-nuclear 



Presidential Authorization 

a. Disposition by Commander 

CINCLANT 

CINCEUR 

CINCFE 

CINCPAC 

CINCSAC 



Total 

b, Disper^l of Nuclear Components 
by Location 

Continental United States 
United Kingdom 



West Germany 

Guam 



Hawaii 

Afloat (Pacific) 
Afloat (Atlantic) 



Total 



c. Dispersal of Thermonuclear Weapons by 

Commander and by Location Thermonuclear 

CINCLANT (Afloat) 
CINCEUR (Continental U.S.) 
CINCFE (Guam) 
CINCPAC (Hawaii) 
(Afloat) 
CINCSAC (Continental U.Sj 
(Guam) 

Total 

40 

■ % ^ 

i ■■■■■!'■ 




(3) For periods of actual transport in tactical aircraft to and from 
A EC facilities and dispersal bases; 

"(4) When the Commander-in-Chief, Continental Air Defense 
Command, or the appropriate Unified or Specified Cornxnander designated by 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff , determines that emergency conditions exist 
within his command necessitating the loading of weapons in bomb bays 
for possible, or actual dispersal. 

"It is understood that exceptions (2), (3), and (4) above do not constitute 
a transfer of custody from the Atomic ^ergy Commission to the Depart- 
ment of Defense and that AEC custodians will make such periodic observa- 
tions and inspections as are feasible and appropriate to the retention of 
custody. 

"b. The Atomic Energy Commission will furnish to each base con- 
cerned a small custodial detachment for the accomplishment of its 
custodial responsibilities. In addition, designated capsules in transport 
between AEC^cilities and dispersal bases will be accompanied by an 
AEC custodian. Other components in transport which contain special 
nuclear material, except while in tactical aircraft, will be accompanied 
by an AEC custodian. 

"c. Transportation will be furnished under the same procedures as 
for weapons transferred to Department of Defense custody, until and 
unless later agreed otherwise. 

"d. Facilities to be made available by the Department of Defense 

to the Atomic f^ergy Commission for the fulfillment of the latter' s 
responsibilities will be arranged by mutual agreement prior to dispersal. 
Service to be made available to AEC custodians by the Department of 
Defense wiU be arranged by mutual agreement. 

"e. Reporting of status of weapons will be in a manner similar to 
that for weapons which have been transferred to Department of Defense 
custody pursuant to Presidential authority. Reporting by AEC custodians 
will be only that necessary to verify custody. 

"f . It is understood that the Atomic Energy Commission, for com- 
munication with its custodians , will be dependent to a major degree on 
DoD communication networks . Mutually agreeable arrangements will 
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be made as early as possible between the DoD and AEC agencies concerned 
to enable the Atomic Energy Commission to make use of appropriate DoD 
networks, particularly insofar as may be necessary for implementation of 
the Atomic Energy Commission Emergency Transfer plan. 

"g. A separate agreement will be made between the Atomic Energy 
Commission and the Department of Defense as early as practical to cover 
maneuver use of weapons and no such maneuver use is authorized until 
such agreement is reached . 

"h. The Atomic Baergy Comzxiission will inspect facilities and 
AEC detachments at dispersal bases as necessary for insuring fulfill- 
ment of its custodial responsibilities, securing necessary advance 
clearance with the appropriate Department "of Defense agency for the visit," 

It was agreed that final procedures would be developed on or about 

1 March 1956. 

(U) Operational experience showed that implementation of the restrictions 
imposed by AEC custody of high yield weapons had introduced serious 
limitations on operational readiness of units in the field. In addition, ad- 
ministrative difficulties in handling the transportation of weapons and 
capsules had been experienced. This was particularly true in air ship- 
ments and on supply ships during resupply operations where capsules were 
required to be accompanied by an AEC custodian. 

(U) The Joint Chiefs of Staff pointed out the above difficulties, explaining 
them in some detail to the Secretary of Defense in February of 1956, by 
stating they believed that too many complications were being introduced 
in an attempt to secure physical custody of high yield weapons by the 
Atomic Energy Commission. The Joint Chiefs of Staff restated their 
opinion that dispersed high yield weapons should be under military control 
in order to insure operational readiness and that this objective should be 
pursued at the earliest propitious time. In case this objective cox2ld not 
be obtained, the Joint Chiefs of Staff provided reconcunended changes to 
the agreed procedures . . 

(U) In March 1956, AEC agreed to provide storage space at AEC storage 
sites for certain DoD weapons. This, however., in no way ameliorated the 
situation. 

(U) In supporting the recommendation of the Joint Chiefs of Staff , Mr. 
Charles Wilson, then Secretary of Defense, provided comments to Mr. 
Strauss, then Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission, in a letter dated 
April ?.l, 1956, to the effect that the dual custodial arrangement involving 
AEC custody of high yield weapons which had been dispersed served 
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no real purpose and that it should be abandoned as early as practicable; 
that in view of the trend toward high yield weapons, it appeared that either 
the principle of operational readiness would have to be compromised or custody 
by. the Commission would have to be exercised on a more practical basis; that 
since he understood that the Commission felt strongly that the question of 
custody of dispersed high yield weapons should not be reopened at that time, 
he would not press the matter. However, he believed it necessary that the 
interim agreement be amended to render it as fully compatible with opera-, 
tional readiness as possible. He pointed out that the changes recommended 
fell into two categories: (I) those which bore directly on the problem of 
operational readiness; and (2) those having e^ect of simplifying administra- 
tive procedures and reducing costs . 

(U) Excerpts from Mr. Wilson's letter highlight some of the reasons for 
the requested changes. 

"The proposed amendment to Par. 3a is designed to insure the 
immediate avaiXability of complete weapons under conditions short of a 
national emergency wherein responsible commanders may find it necessary 
to make all preparations for emergency dispersal or to evacuate a base to 
preserve the integrity of their commands and equipment. As you are aware, 
the President cm April 4, 1956, approved transfer procedures which will 
have the effect of insuring immediate availability of weapons under the 
emergency conditions specified in our joint letter to him of March 23, 1956. 
There are certain conditions short of the specified cases, however, vinder 
which the immediate availability of complete weapons may be essential to 
the national security but which, at the same time, would not justify a 
national alert under which the complete stockpile transfer would be set in 
motion. Such conditions would include the receipt of strategic warning of 
possible attack or evidence of impending local sabotage which would neces- 
sitate maximum preparatory action short of a national alert. 

"In current designs of high yield weapons, capsules must be installed 
in the in -flight -insertion mechanism before a weapon is loaded in an air - ' 
craft. If weapons are loaded in strike aircraft prior to the receipt of 
Presidential authority for transfer, they must be unloaded to install the 
caps\ile. If the aircraft are scheduled for evacuation under subparagraphs 
3a(4) of the agreement, only components other than capsules may be loaded, 
and if the aircraft is evacuated with the incomplete weapon, it is committed 
to return to a base prior to strike. The proposed addition to Par. 3a would 
permit loading of the complete weapon when the appropriate commander 
designated by the Joint Chiefs of Staff determines that emergency conditions 
such as indicated above exist within his cbmmand . 



"The remainder of the amendments set forth in the inciosure are 
proposed for the following reasons: 

."a. Supply and transport operations set forth in subparagraphs 
3a^(3) and 3b impose restrictions on shipments which appear to serve no 
purpose in the interests of the Commission's custodial responsibilities. 
The current agreement provides that the commander of a tactical aircraft 
may act as a custodial agent of the Cornmission for the transport of 
weapons components containing nuclear materials other than capsules. 
Extension of this custodial arrangement to the movement of capsules and 
to shipments in other than combat type aircraft would not seem inconsistent 
with the Conunission's custodial responsibility and would greatly simplify 
the supply operation as well as reduce costs. 

"b. The Department believes that the principle of utilizing 
designated military commanders as agents of the Commission, as indicated 
above, is particularly appropriate for dispersals to combatant and ammuni- 
tion ships where the presence of a civilian employee of the Commission* 
however, well disguis^ by a cover plan* is nonetheless a possible source of 
important information to a potential enemy as to the nature of a ship's armaments. 
I need not emphasize that such military commanders as may be properly desig- 
nated would be equally amenable to orders and restrictions concerning the 
handling of atomic weapons as are civilian custodians and that, in my opinion, 
the Commission's custodial responsibilities could be exercised in the manner 
suggested without compromise." 

fU) By the spring of 1956, the procedures established for the transfer of 

atomic weapons from the Atomic Energy Commission to the Department of 
Defense in an emergency had become a matter of serious concern. A 
practice alert in June 1955 had demonstrated definite and potentially serious 
aeiays in authorization and notification procedures. The Department of Defense 
and the Atomic Energy Commission both considered it essential that steps be 
taken to eliminate all sources of possible delay or confusion in the transfer 
procedures which might compromise our readiness to react to an attack or 
threat of attack. 

(U) An Atomic Energy Commission -Department of Defense Memorandum of 
Understanding for the Transfer of Atomic Weapons was prepared so that 
the automatic transfer of all finished weapons in AEC custody to the Department 
of Defense would be assured under specified emergency situations. The 
President directed the implementation of the proposed procedures on April 4, 
1956, and one month later the Atomic Energy Commission-Departenent of Defense 
Memorandum of Understanding for the Transfer of Atomic Weapons became 
effective. This memorandum was later revised and reissued on February 3, 
1960. with an effective date of March 4. 1960. 
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(S/rRP) In this authorization. President Eisenhower gave advance 
authority for the use of nuclear weapcms in the air defense of the United 
States. Standard rules of engagement were approved by the Secretaries 
of Defense and State with an interim agreement negotiated with Canada 
to apply to overflights of Canadian territory. 

(C) To further improve the state of readiness, the President approved the 
automatic transfer of all finished weapons from the A£C to the DoD in the 
— event of a defense emergency, air defense readiness of a Red or Yellow 
Warning Alert. The defense emergency could be declared by CIN.CONAD 
or one of the Unified or Specified Commanders under the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff. On such a declaration, notification was to be sent to the A£C 
custodians through normal military channels. Upon receipt of the notifica- 
tion, the AEC custodians would initiate the transfer. This procedure avoided 
the necessity of obtaining specific approval from the President for the trans- 
fer of weapons in the event of a defense emergency. 

(U) During the negotiations of the Memorandum of Understanding, the Atomic 
Energy Commission additionally agreed to eliminate civilian custodians 
from vehicles, ships and aircraft transporting weapons to and from AEC- 
DoD sites and combatant and ammunition ships carrying dispersed weapons 
with the proviso that a properly designated military representative of the 
AEC would exercise custody for the AEC. After the President was informed 
of the proposed changes to the custodial agreement, the finalized version 
was consummated on June 4, 1956. This agreement continued in effect until 
February 2, 1957 when, at the direction of the President, the procedures were 
again revised wherein designated AEC military representatives would be 
utilized at all dispersed locations for maintaining custody of high yield weapons 
for the Atomic Energy Commission. 

(U) Secretary Wilson and the Joint Chiefs of Staff had not been successful 
in obtaining everything they desired but had come a long way 
in the short span of three years . They wotild continue to press for the 
immediate availability of complete weapons tinder conditions short of a 
national emergency. 

(C) In promulgating the dispersal of weapcn s as had been approved by the 
President on August 29. 1955 for the FY 1956 period, the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff established principles governing dispersal as follows: 

"1. Close Proximitv . Nuciears will be" stored in close proximity to 
the related delivery forces, in those overseas locations wherein the United 
States does not exercise unrestricted operational control. In this connection 
the term 'nuciears' includes thermonuclear weapons and other weapons in 
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which the nuclear component is an integral part of the weapon. It is 
intended that if the related delivery force is repositioned or withdrawn 
from the area, the nuclears will be shifted in consonance therewith. 

"2. Equitable Collocation. Nuclear dispersals in those overseas 
locations wherein the United States does not exercise unrestricted opera- 
tional control, will be in consonance with the principle of equitable colloca- 
tion of weapons and delivery forces. That is, there will be no imbalance 
of nuclears at these locations in relation to the numbers required by the 
delivery forces' to accomplish their initial scheduled strikes nor shall the 
numbers of nuclears so located exceed the numbers which could be removed 
expeditiously in an emergency. Initial scheduled strikes are those strikes 
required prior to receipt of scheduled resupply. 

•'3. Control of High Yield Weapons. Dispersed weapons of yields 
exceeding 600 KT will be retained in the custody of the Atomic Energy 
Commission. The interim procedures established by agreement between 
the Atomic I^ergy Commission and the Department of Defense will govern 
custodial relationships for high yield weapons . Dispersal of these weapons 
will be limited ttf bases in the United States, U.S. naval vessels whether at 
sea or in port, and overseas locations under the full control of the United 
States . The numbers so dispersed will be limited to the initial scheduled 
strikes of the delivery forces concerned. 

"4. Specific Approval for Foreign Areas . Commanders of the 
unified or specified commands concerned will submit their recommenda- 
tions for initial dispersal into those areas where the United States does 
not have full operational control to the Joint Chiefs of Staff for review 
and .pproval prior to accomplishment. Components of atomic weapons 
will be dispersed only to those cotmtries with which appropriate diplomatic 
arrangements are in effect. 

"5. Adequate Facilities . Atomic weapons may be dispersed only to 
locations where adequate storage and surveillance facilities are available. 

"6. Mutual Use of Facilities . Commanders will make arrange- 
ments with one another as required for use of storage facilities. In case 
of irreconciable differences, the matter will be referred to the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff for resolution. 

"7. Allocation Limits . Weapon types and numbers to be dis- 
persed will be in consonance with commanders' allocations. 
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"8. Use for Ma n euver and Test. Weapons transferred to the 
Department of Defense may be used for maneuvers and operational suit- 
ability tests, provided none is expended for those purposes. Weapons 
which have been specifically produced and purchased for operational 
suitability testing involving expenditures are excluded from the fore- 
going. Tests and maneuvers of non -transferred weapons of yields in 
excess of 600 KT require special arrangements to be made with the 
Atomic Energy Commission. 

"9. Dispersal by Commands. Dispersal authority is granted 
by command rather than by location. Subject to compliance with all of 
the conditions stated above , commanders of the uziified or specified 
commands are authorized to effect changes in the locations of their 
dispersed weapons. Commanders will report to the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff any significant changes from planned dispersals previously approved." 
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CHAPTER 7 

DISPERSALS 
1956 - 1958 



(SrilD) In early March 1956, the Department of Defense requested a change 
to President Eisenhower's Dispersal Authorization of August 29* 1955. 
There was an availability shortage of high yield weapons (exceeding 600 KT) 
authorized for dispersal due to production slippages and a slow transport 
time. The President amended his August 1955 directive and authorized DoD 
a total of ^^l^iudear and on -nuclear components exclusive of weapons 

exceeding a yield of 600 KT. A total of weapons exceeding a yield of 
600 KT were authorized for dispersal under AEC custody. This amendment 
provided DoD the measure of flexibility which they requested to maintain 
the des ired state of readiness. It increased the August Dispersal Authoriza- 
tion by UPlow yield weapons in lieu of the unavailable high yield weapons . 
It also established a ceiling of weapons as the total number (low and 
high yield) authorized for dispersal. 

- tfiFIlD ^ In presenting their requirements for dispersal of atomic weapons 
to 1 Jtily 1957, the Joint Chiefs of Staff recommended the establishment of a 
JCS general reserve of approximately 25% of the stockpile, to remain under 
the control of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. Thermonuclear weapons were recom- 
mended for dispersal to the United Kingdom^|||^Bim^P This would be the 
first of this type weapon to be dispersed to locations not under full U.S. con- 
trol. The high yield weapons to be dispersed to these as well as to other 
locations under full U.S. control were to remain in the custody of the Atomic 
Energy Commission. 

(U) The Secretary of Defense recommended that the President approve the 
requirements on 21 November 1956, and the President's approval was obtained 
on 24 November. The President also stated in his approval letter that "Re- 
sponsibility will rest with the Department of Defense for the security and safety 
of all weapons transferred to dispersed Department of Defense bases ." 

^OPIID) The President directed the Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission, to 
transfer to the Department of Defense sufficient numbers of atomic weapons to 
provide in DoD custody as of July 1, 1957 up to a total of ^|^^nuclear com- 
ponents, up to a total of non-nuclear components, and up to a total of 
complete weapons exceeding a yield of 600 KT provided that AEC retain custody. 
Approval was given to the substitution and transfer of custody to DoD of lower 
yield weapons up to a total of if sufficient high yield weapons were not avail • 

able, for dispersal. The President approved the dispersal of thermonuclear 
weapons ag^mp and the United Kingdom, as well as to bases under full U.S. 
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control. However, he retained specific approval authority for dispersal 
oi' high yield weapons to territories over which the U.S. did not exercise 
sovereignty i He further stipulated that high yield weapons dispersed to 
bases not under full U.S. control would be subject to the same custodial 
•arrangements as were in effect for high x-ield wesions aboard naval vessels. 

(U) Between April and June in 1956 and 1957 the Joint Committee on Atomic 
Energy, conducted hearings on the stockpile and dispersal of nuclear weapons. 
Summaries of the testimonies given by the Chairman of the Joiat Chiefs of Staff 
and Chiefs of the Services reveal some rather startling and somewhat con- 
tradicto ry opinions . 

(U) The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Admiral Radford, stated 
that no major expansion of AEC production facilities was justified at the time. 
Admiral Burke (Navy) and General Twining (Air Force) stated that the 
Navy and Air Force were satisfied with the 1957-1959 stockpile figures. 
General Twining, however, also made the remark that the Air Force would 
like to have a fantastic number of weapons. The Army was even more ambiv- 
alent. General Gavin'^gave 151,000 weapons as the Army's total requirement 
with 106,000 for tactical battlefield use, 25,000 for air defense and 20,000 
for support of our allies. He estimated that a typical field army might use a 
total of 423 atomic warheads in one day of intense combat not includ in g surface - 
to -air weapons. 

(U) General Loper, Assistant to the Secretary of Defense for Atomic 

Energy, on April 4, 1957, presented a stockpile analysis to the JCAE as 
shown in the table on the following page . 

ilTT In processing requirements for dispersal through 30 June 1958, the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff recommended continuation of the 25'7o general reserve 
with the exception of air defense and anti-submarine warfare weapons which 
would be in short supply throughout this period. The Joint Chiefs of Staff 
also recommend ed dispersal of nonainal quantities of high yield weapons to 
^^H|^^H^^HII|^^^H|k These locations were in addition to those 
under ull U.S. control and those not under full U.S. control which had been 
approved previously. The Joint Chiefs of Staff further presented the following 
■ Principles Governing Dispersal of Atomic Weapons" as part of their representa 
tive dispersal plan: 

'1. Dispersal to Commanders . Weapons are dispersed to the commanders 
of the commands established by the Joint Chiefs of Staff in support of war plans. 
Weapon dispersal authorized for one commander may be dispersed to another 
commancer by muttial consent. Commanders are authorized to adjust dispersal 
locations within their commands to meet operational needs, and will inform the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff of changes appreciably at variance with the scheduled 
dispersals . 
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24 
10 
9 
1 
3 
1 
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1 
3 
7 
8 
1 
2 



tabue: V 

STOCKPILE ANALYSIS 
(As of 28 January 1957) 

Percent in Storaee 



Location 




Nuclear 


Thermonuclear 


27.55 


16.18 


15.69 


24.17 


14.67 


52.69 


9.41 


1.68 


3.83 


.77 


1 .08 


. 14 


0 


0 


4.45 


0 


1.11 


4.34 


0 


0 


2.01 


0 


10.95 


0 


7.83 


0 


.61 


0 


.34 


0 





Total AEC Custody 
Total DoD Custody 
Percent Overseas 



Thermonuclears form total stock pile . Of the total stockpile, 

F7o is overseas. Of the total stockpile is in DoD custody.' 



"2. Readiness for Use . Atomic weapons will be dispersed in close 
proximity to the related operational forces, in consonance with the objective 
of immediate readiness for use. 

'3. Adequate Facilities. Atomic weapons will be dispersed only to 
locations where adequate storage^ surveillance, and security facilities exist. 
The joint use 6f dispersal facilities by two or more commanders is encouraged . 

_ "4. Dispersal Dates . Atomic Weapons dispersals will proceed on 
an orderly schedule, insofar as weapons are available, to provide for the 
attainment of the authorized levels of dispersals by the authorized dates. 

« 

"5. Foreign Sovereignty . Atomic weapons will be dispersed to 
locations under foreign sovereignty only where appropriate diplomatic 
arrangements are in effect. In locations under foreign sovereignty, a 
capability for the immediate withdrawal of atomic weapons will be con- 
stantly maintained." 

^CrnP) The Secretary of Defense supported the dispersal requirements of 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff with the exception of dispersal of high yield weapons 
to m^imp The requirements were presented to the President on 5 August 
1957, and approved by bim on the following day. Responsibility for security 
and safety of dispersed weapons was again specifically assigned to the Depart- 
ment of Defense by the Presidential action. 

fSrnD> The Presid ent a uthorized DoD custody as of July 1, 1958 up to a total 
of fl^Bnuclear and ^Hfcon -nuclear . Up to a total o^BBcomplete weapons 

exceeding 600 KT were authorized to be dispersed under AEC custody. A 
ceiing ofH^Bwas placed on lower yield weapons if suf ficient high yield w eapons 
were not available. Dispersal of high yield weapons tod|^H|B^|^ was 

authorized subject to the standard custodial arrangements. 
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CHAPTER 8 

DOD CUSTODY OF DISPERSED WEAPONS 
1958-1959 



(CrKP)' Between May and Septennber 1958, Deputy Secretary of Defense 
— Quarles made several proposals to AEG Chairman Strauss regarding the 
custody of dispersed high yield weapons (in excess of 600 KT). This laid 
the groundwork for submission of a proposal to the AEC in conjunction with 
the request for dispersal of weapons for FY 59. 

(U) On 22 September 1958, the Joint Chiefs of Staff forwarded the require- 
ments for dispersal of atomic weapons through 30 June 1959. At this time 
they recommended that the general reserve not be maintained on a fixed 
percentage basis. They recommended that the reserve be sufficiently 
large to provide adequate control of military operations as well as sufficiently 
flexible to meet >siiforeseen contingencies . The reserve would be used when- 
ever feasible to absorb the impact of production shortfalls, weapon modifica- 
tions and sampling programs and other operations which would affect alloca- 
tions to commanders. This would assist in maintaining, at dispersed locations, 
the commander's full authorization of operational weapons. The Joint Chiefs of 
Staff also reiterated their position that all dispersed weapons be transferred to- 
the custody of the Department of Defense . 

(U) The Secretary of Defense sought AEC concurrence of the proposal for 
transfer of all dispersed weapons to the Department of Defense and, upon 
receipt of this concurrence, presented to the President the dispersal require- 
ments which included the proposal for transfer of dispersed high yield weapons 
from the AEC to the DoD . Additional locations were also recommended for 
dispersal of these high yield weapons . 

■ (OrHD^ Meanwhile, the AEC and DoD agreed to procedures on positioning 
U.S. nuclear weapons in England ^m^mH^Hm^mUm^m^ This 
agreement provided the basis for future dispersals of weapons in support of non 
US NATO units. 

|U) On 3 January 1959 the President approved the recommended dispersal 
plan and also approved the transfer of custody to the Department of Defense 
of all dispersed atomic weapons. Transfer of custody was to be implemented 
as soon as appropriate arrangements between the Department of Defense and 
the Atomic Energy Commission had been made. 
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.(TCmD) The dispersal plan authorized DoD custody of up tofllBnucIear 
components, components and ^H^complete weapons 

exceeding a yield of 600 KT. as of July 1, 1959. There were flBsealed 
pit weapons earmarked for air -defense and anti-submarine application. 
The President authorized dispersal of high yield weapons to (^■■■■i^B 
West Germany, ^mUHHIimillHmilllimill^ in addition to those 
previously authorized. He also authorized transfer to the DoD of an un- 
specified number of weapons over the totals established in the plan to 
replace weapons prior to withdrawal from dispersal locations. 

(U) On 12 February 1959, after the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy had 
been informed by the Atomic Energy Commission, the Secretary of Defense 
and the Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission forwarded a letter to the 
President notifying ham that satisfactory arrangements had been completed 
for transfer of custody of high yield weapons to the Department of Defense 
and that change in custody of the dispersed weapons cotild be completed in 
approximately 30 days. 

(U) On 26 February 1959, the President directed the transfer of custody 
of dispersed complete high yield weapons to the Department of Defense. 
Implementation of this directive left only the JCS general reserve at 
National and Operational Storage Sites in the custody of the Atomic Energy 
Coxmnission. 

-(CrilD) The President authorized the transfer of up to fl^^nuclear 

components including sea led p it weapons for air defense and anti- 

submarine warfare, and up to non-nuclear ccimponents. Additionally, 
he continued his approval of exceeding these numbers by an unspecified 
amount in order to preclude loss of weapons in the pipeline during periods 
of replacement. Any weapons lost to DoD woxild be replaced by AEC on a 
one -for -one basis. 

(U) The directive replaced in entirety the President's directive of January 
3, 1959. The total numbers of weapons were not changed by the President 
directed that AEC turii over custody of numbers of atomic weapons and non- 
nuclear components to DoD without regard to high or low yield. 

(U) Withe the promulgation of this directive, the end of an era had arrived. 
During the past decade, effective transition of custody from the AEC to the 

DoD had progressed from the initial transfer of non-nuclear components, 
to nuclear components and complete weapons, followed by low -yield weapons 
and, finally, to high yield weapons. 
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(U) This evolution was not unmarked by philosophical acrimony; President 
Eisenhower's decision did not set well with all as shall be noted later 
in this study. 

(2fA£)) The number of weapons under AEC and DoD control from the end of 
fiscal year 1947 to the end of fiscal year 1959 is summarized below. 



Yea r 

19^9 
1950 
1951 
1952 
1953 
195A 
1955 
1956 
1957 
1958 
1959 



TABLE VI 

Custody of Hiclear Weapons (19<>7-!959) 



AEC 



DoD 



Tota 1 

13 
56 
169 
198 
438 
832 
1161 
1630 
2280 
3620 
5828 
7*02 
12305 



The program for the dispersal of weapons to June 30, 1960 was 
submitted to the Deputy Secretary of Defense, who approved it in toto and 
submitted it to the President on October 29 » 1959. The AEC coordinated 
on the plan and int erpo sed no objection. President Eisenhower approved 
the dis persal of nuclear components and complete weapons and 

non-nuclear components for dispersal to areas under full U.S. con> 
trol. Totals oi ^/^^ nuclear components and complete weapons and 
^^IV non-nuclear components were authorized for dispersal to foreign 
coxintries. flHBHM^V ^^^c^c^^ components and complete weapons and^B 
non-nuclear components were authorized to be stored for the first time in 

_^ The Presi- 
dential approval also provided for^^^ weapons in the JCS reserve. The 
Atomic Energy Commission was directed to transfer to the DoD a total of 
^^^^Bnuclear c onponents and complete weapons and non-nuclear 
components by June 30, i960. Authority was also granted for a one -for -one 
replacement of lost weapons and the temporary transfer of weapons to DoD 
to replace those withdrawn for stockpile modernization, quality assurance 
and retirement. 
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(U) Nothing much transpired during the next 12 months regarding the 
actual dispersal o£ weapons . The q«stion of custody of nuclear weapons 
did arise, however, relating to measures with respect to US nuclear 
weapons available to Allied Forces , This controversy and its related 
developments is the subject of the next chapter. 

(U) One final action did occur relating to the transfer of weapons re- 
maining under AEC control. As a result of an exchange of correspondence 
in the fall of 1959 between the DoD and the AEC regarding revisions to the 
May 4, 1956 AEC -DoD Memorandum of Understanding for the Transfer of 
Atomic Weapons , a new memorandum was approved by the President and 
became effective on March 4, 1960. The revised Memorandum differed 
from the Memorandum of Understanding of May 4 , 1956 , in the following 
respects: 

1 , Automatic transfer to the Department of Defense of all finished 
atomic weapons remaining in the Atomic Energy Commission custody had 
been eliminated. Responsibility to effect the transfer was assigned to the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff, or higher authority, to be executed at any time following 
a declaration of a Defense Emergency. The purpose of this change was to 
centralize authority in the Joint Chiefs of Staff to effect the transfer of 
weapons remaining in Atomic Energy Commission custody, whereas trans- 
fer had formerly be^ automatic upon declaration of Defense Emergency by 
one of the commanders of unified and specified commands . Since the 
memorandum did not apply to dispersed weapons , which had already been 
transferred to the Department of Defense, it did not affect DoD's ability to 
respond immediately to a Defense Emergency. 

2. Authority to effect transfer of atomic weapons from Atomic Energy 
Commission to Department of Defense custody, following declaration of a 
Defense Emergency, was extended to include those weapons of the "red tag" 
category (withdrawn temporarily from availability) which were militarily 
usable and which the military site commander or his designated representa- 
tive desired to have transferred. 

3. CINCNORAD was included in the Memorandum of Understanding 

as a commander authorized to declare air defense conditions which constitute 
a Defense Emergency. 

The detailed procedures for the transfer included: 

1 . Upon notification in writing, by a certificate signed by the military 

site commander or his designated representative (including the authenti- 
cating code word), that transfer of all finished atomic weapons in Atomic 



Energy Commission custody has been ordered by the Joint Chiefs ox j 
Staff, or higher authority, each Atomic Energy Commission custodian 
will immediately release for transfer all finished atomic weapons in his 
custody to the military site commander, or his designated representa- 
tives . From the moment of transfer, custody will rest with the Depart- 
ment of Defense. 

2. The authenticating code word will accompany any order for the 
transfer of atomic weapons, issued by the Joint Chiefs of Staff or higher 
authority. The code word, determined jointly by the Atomic Energy 
Commission and the Department of Defense, will be disseminated to the 
custodians by the Atomic Energy Commission, and to the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff and higher authorities by the Department of Defense. 

3. An immediate report that transfer action has been ordered will 
be made by the Department of Defense to the President and to the Chair- 
man, Atomic Energy Commission. 

( STR PT On Jattuary 16, 1961, President Eisenhower approved the proposed 
DoD weapon dispersal program as of June 30, 1961. The AEC was directed 
to transfer on call to the DoD a total of|B|B| nuclear components /complete 
weapons dispersed to the DoD and stored at the National Stockpile Sites 
(NSS) and Operational Storage Sites (OSS), those dispersed to commanders, 
and those of the JCS Reserve dispersed in the custody of DoD. The standard 
authorizations for replacement of lost and withdrawn weapons was also 
given . 

(Srn rty This was President Eisenhower's last dispersal authorization prior 
to his leaving office four days later. During his tenure the number of 
nuclear components /complete weapons transferred from AEC to DoD custody 
had risen from fl^H^BHH^^ These dispersal authorizations were very 
closely guarded and kept to an extremely limited disposition. Thie President 
personally reviewed and signed each authorization. There were actually two 
sets of papers at the JCS, OSD and Presidential levels. One contained every- 
thing except the actual numbers of weapons . The other papers contained the 
numbers of weapons which were keyed to the appropriate paragraphs and 
sentences in the basic letters . The President received the letters and General 
Goodpaster was given the key with the numbers . Thk same procedures were 
observed at OSD and JCS levels. 

(U) In these eight years, many problem areas had been resolved regarding 

the dispersal and custody of nuclear weapons. Other problems, however, 
were arising and would have to be dealt with by the next administration. 
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CHAPTER 9 



NATO 

1957 to January 20, 1961 



(SE»0) The question of custodial arrangements for nuclear weapons support 
of Allied Forces first arose in November 1957 when the JCS recommended 
to the Secretary of Defense that in furtherance of the objectives of Article III 
of the North Atlantic Treaty the following concept would be applied: 

a. The United States would provide personnel for the technical 
surveillance and custody of the weapons as required by U.S. law. 

b. Other NATO nations, as appropriate, would: 

(1) Provide physical facilities for the additional storage sites 
which will be required because of this expansion of capability. 

(2) Assure external security of these storage sites. 

(3) Provide certain sitpport for the U.S. contingent responsible 

for the custody and technical surveUlance; e.g. , housing and administrative 
facilities • 

c. Custodial arrangements would be such as to assure availability of 
the weapons for timely and effective use in the defense of NATO in accord- 
ance with SACCUR's plans for the defense of Allied Co m mand Europe. 

(SPfCTJ) Following the approval of this concept by the Secretary of Defense, 
the Secretary of State and Hie Atomic Energy Commission, it was used as a 
basis for the NATO stockpile proposal presented by the Secretary of State 
to the NATO Heads of Government. The NATO Stoclq>ile Plan was prepared 
pursuant to the Communique issued by the North Atlantic Council after the 
December 1957 Heads of Government meeting in Paris which stated that the 
North Atlantic Council "desired to establish stocks of nuclear warheads 
which would be readily available for the defense of the Allies in case of need." 
This decision was based upon the proposal that the United States would deploy 
nuclear warheads under U.S. custody in accordance with NATO defensive 
planning and in agreement with the nations directly concerned. In the event 
of hostilities , nuclear warheads would be released to the appropriate NATO 
Supreme Allied Commander for employment of nuclear capable forces . 




CSTRD) The JCS fiirtiier recommended that the system, as described below, 
be extended in its application to NATO forces, other than U.S. . in imple- 
mentation of SACEUR's plans, as these non-US forces developea the capa- 
bilities to maintain and effectively utilize atomic delivery means . Hie 
concept advanced by the JCS provided that: 

a. The United States makes an annual allocation of nuclear weapons 
to USCINCEUR in accordance wi& U.S. deployment of forces and overall 

-weapon dispersal programs approved by the President. The allocation to 
USCINCEUR is developed to meet requirements generated by SACEUR's 
plans for the defense of Allied Command Europe. 

b . When the yearly allocation is made , SACEUR applies it to; 

(1) Theatre-wide scheduled counteratomic program; 

(2) Interdiction program; 

(3) Theatre reserve; 

(4) The conduct of campaigns within each region of Allied Command 
Europe, in support of SACEUR's Emergency Defense Plans. 

c. After allocations have been made SACEUR informs the Regional 
Commanders of the respective planning numbers in weapons for the conduct 
of operations within the regions . The Regional Commanders then prepare 
their plans for the use of this planning number and submit them to SHAPE 
for approval by SACEUR. 

d. In accordance with these approved plans, USCINCEUR positions the 
weapons with U.S. special weapons organizations as the weapons arrive 
from the United States in accordance with Joint Chiefs of Staff schedules. 
These organizations maintain custody of the weapons and are distributed so 
that the weapons are readily available to the appropriate delivery forces. 

e . In the event authority should be received by SACEUR for the use of 
atomic weapons . necessary action would be taken by USCINCEUR to have 
the U.S. special weapons organizations release the weapons to the appro* 
priate delivery forces, thus providing a very definite centralized control 
of the stockpile of all weapons available for Allied Command Europe. 

J^riyiTVr With regard to the U.S. custody of nuclear weapons, the following 
established rules apply: 
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a. U.S. custody requires that control or access to the weapons must 
be maintained to the extent that it would take an act of force to obtain 
either weapons or information concerning the weapons without proper 
autho r iz at ion . 

b. The NATO country whose atomic delivery unit is being supported 
will be relied on for the security of the weapons against attacks from 

_ enemy forces, saboteurs or para-military forces . 

c. Release procedures will be U.S. -controlled. 

d. Custodial arrangements will be consistent with the principle of 
military readiness which provides for short reaction times and for tiie 
dispersal of weapons essential to our defense posture. 

(^yrncr) By early I960 in Allied Command Europe the stockpile plan had 
been implemented incorporating a number of weapons systems with varying 
degrees of readilfess. as for example: SACEUR's concept for strike 
squadrons (F-84-F or F-lOO aircraft). 

"A few aitomic weapons may be stored on or in strike aircraft, 
as specifically authorized by SACZUR. The remainder will be 
stored in the custodial storage sites until released for exx^loy- 
ment by the delivery forces. In periods of tension, when 
specifically authorized by SACEUR, the number of weapons 
stored on or in aircraft may be terr^orarily increased. In all 
circumstances, prior to release by SACEUR a US custodian 
must keep the weapons under his control, 

"Maintenance and check-out of the weapons normally will be 
performed in the facilities within the custodial storage sites. 
. Maintenance beyond the capabilities of these facilities will be 
performed in the United States.*' 

(iirriDI SACEUR had specifically authorized, for those Allies he believed 
were capable, two aircraft per squadron to be on a Quick Reaction Alert 
(QRA) St a tus (15 minut es). In addition, portions of the d^HHHHV 
fl^^HB^B^HBHV were on a fifteen^ minute reaction status. All other 
units with the various delivery systems were on lesser degrees of readiness. 

The Joint Committee on Atomic Energy had been informed from the 
outset of the NATO StockpUe Plan. In addition, detailed information had 
been conveyed to the Committee through hearings held in connection with 
the processing of bilateral agreements as prescribed under the Atomic 
Energy Act. 
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(gPRO) During the course of hearings in early I960, the Committee, 
including the Chairman, indicated agreement in the definition of custody as 
it applied to the stociq>Ue arrangements in Europe. However, the Committee 
also indicated considerable reservation with regard to the application of this 
custody in the case of an AUied interceptor aircraft becoming airborne with 
an atomic weapon aboard. It may be noted that the Defense Department had 
not implemented the concept to this degree. However, the Executive Branch 
of tiie Government maintained that under the. Act its definition of custody 
stiU held, providing the interceptor is operating under carefully screened 
rules of engagement. 

( SFRP ) DoD believed that the underlying purpose of military cooperative 
agreements, the NATO stockpile concept and the supporting technical, 
operational and logistic arrangements was to enable our Allies to use our 
weapons for the common defense in a timely and effective manner. To 
assure the timely and effective use of nuclear weapons (or of any weapons), 
properly trained and adequately equipped Allied Forces should be able to 
maintain essentially the same posture of readiness as our own forces . To 
do so requires an evaluation of the time factors involved in furnishing nuclear 
weapons for the several weapons systems ezx^loyed by allied forces. 



(gWWT An example of the time factor problem was 




Interceptor aircraft main- 
tained on an alert status during peacetime to assure quick reaction to air 
attack. Upon declaration of a condition of maximum readiness confirmed 
by USCINCEUR, the aircraft, under authority derived from the President 
and under specified controls could be airborne to engage the attacker. In 
a hearing of 2 February 19^0 the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy raised 
two questions concerning this arrax^ement: 

.a. As a priority point, the authority of the President to release physical 
control or possession of the U.S. weapon in a situation short of actual attack 
by an enemy. Here the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy defined "attack" 
or "hostilities" as the actual firing of a weapon or a dropping of a bomb on 
Allied Forces or territory. 

b. As a secondary matter, the degree of "possession" maintained by 
the United States when the weapon is attached to the aircraft. 

{^iPfCQ) In a general summary of his views on these points Mr. Hollfield, 
the Acting Chairman of the Joint Cozzunittee on Atomic Energy (JCAE), 
stated: (p. 54 of the Transcript of the hearing on Z February 1960) 




**I think you make a case for It 
■■■^^^^■■^^M s on 



for the custody which is at least almost equal to that of having a 
soldier guarding an igloo but certainly after the wheels are up 
then there is no doubt in zzxy mind (that tiie President has no con- 
stitutional authority to release possession of the weapon under the 
circumstances stated).** 

Note: The parenthetical phrases are derived from' the context of 
the transcript. 



(JJ^'Sk'TfT By separate letters to the Secretary of State and the Secretary of 
Defense of May l^, I960, and in a Joint Committee hearing on June 24, 
1960, Senator Anderson implied that he did not agree with Mr. Holifield's 
conclusion regarding U.S. possession of a weapon attached to an Allied 
delivery vehicle and that he considered all cases of this kind to represent 
something less than exclusive custody as intended by the Congress. He 
submitted proposed legislation covering both joint possession and transfer. 
Inasmuch as the^development of an allied posture as regards quick reaction 
forces depended upon peacetime mating of weapons and carriers, it was 
essential that this issue be dealt with promptly. 

(5^1 U) The proposed legislation would admit joint possession by the 
United States ^B^^^Hj^^l^H^fB* ^® United States and multi- 

national forces of NATO, subjecting the arrangements to the approval of 
the Congress. The legislation would also authorize the DoD to transfer 

weapons to allied nations after the outbreak of war or hostilities or after 
a public declaration of a national emergency by the President. 

(U) Thus, there were actually three positions on the question of custody. 
Senator Anderson believed that Section 92 of the Atomic Knergy Act had 
to be amended as the loading of U.S. weapons. on allied aircraft constituted 
a loss of U.S. custody and actually was "joint custody." Mr. Holifield 
believed that the U.S. lost custody when an allied aircraft was airborne 
with a U.S. weapon and that the President did not have the constitutional 
authority to release possession of the weapons until the outbreak of hostilities. 
DoD and State contended otherwise . 

(jjFn nr* DoD's rationale was as follows: 

a. The degree of possession which can be exercised over unauthorized 
access to or use of our weapons is dictated by the characteristics of the 
weapon and the delivery system and the time available to prepare the weapon 
for use. For relatively slow reaction forces* such as forces which may be 
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expected to have several hours warning of an iir^ending attack, it is not 
•only possible but positively prescribed that until the weapon is released 
for expenditure the U.S. detachments supporting the unit, in addition to 
maintaining armed guards over the weapon, wiU maintain complete and 
absolute control over some element of the weapon without which the 
weapon cannot be used or detonated. For example, ground-based systems 
such as the HONEST JOHN. LACROSSE. CORPORAL and 8" Howitzer 
would be handled in the following sequence: 

(1) In normal peacetime conditions the warheads or shells, would 
be maintained in storage and would not be mated with the delivery vehicle. 

(2) In a situation calling for an advanced state of alert, the 
weapon and vehicle may be mated, but only by the specific authority of the 
U.S. Commander of the Specified or Unified Command concerned; e.g. , 
Cn^CEUR . 

(3) Wlien so mated the U.S. custodian would maintain his full and 
absolute possession, and separately from the weapon, the nuclear capsule, 
or, in the case of sealed-pit weapons, the arming plug without which the 
weapon cannot be detonated. 

if 

(4) When authority to expend is received and authenticated, the 
U.S. custodian would insert the capsule or arming plug as appropriate. 

b. For some quick reaction forces, modifications of this sequence are 
required in the interests of time; and, in some cases, modifications are 
dictated by weapon characteristics. For example, effectiveness of the 
NIKE HERCULES air defense missile system depends upon having some 
missiles mated on launchers at all times. However, with the NIKE HERCULES 
system three positive and absolute controls are maintained by the U.S. custo- 
dians , namely: retention of the warhead arming plug, retention of the motor 
igniters and their closure plugs . and control of the firing console. * 

c Other quick reaction systems . such a s the THOR and JUPITER 
IKBMs and thefB^MHHMHVW are not subject to the same 
procedures. The reason is that when weapon and vehicle are mated It is 
not practical to remove and retain in storage a vital element of the weapon 
without imoosing time and technical factors which would unduly delay the 
reaction time and possibly introduce some degradation of the system safety. 
In the IRBM systems there are a number of events which must take place 
prior to launch which require the knowledge and participation of the U.S. 
custodial detachment. At the final moment of launch, however. U.S. control 
and possession rests upon two factors; namely, the basic governmental 
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agreement between the parties concerned and positive control of the 
launching by the U.S. custodian. We believe that these two factors con- 
stitute "possession" or "custody" of the warhead as intended by the law. 
We agree that the "two-key" feature referred to by Senator Anderson 
does constitute joint control of the IRBM system as intended by the basic 
governmental agreements. We maintain, however, that the overridxiig 
control of the launch by the U.S. custodian constitutes full possession of 
the weapon. . 

d. The Department of Defense had not prescribed minimum criteria 
to be observed by the Unified or Specified Commands and the military 
departments in recommending custodial arrangements for quick reaction 
applications. Those are arrangements which must be developed on the 
initiative of the Commands concerned in the light of their assigned responsi* 
bilities and the reaction times required for the effective use of Allied Forces 
The arrangements considered to be consistent with the above principles are 
examined in minute detail by the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Secretary of 
Defense to insure that they are consistent with the principles of military 
readiness and are adequate to insure that it would take an act of force as 
well as a breach of international agreement to obtain either weapons or 
information concerning them without proper authorization. In reviewing 
the proposed arrangements it was a fundamental requirement that whenever 
it can be done without gross violation of the principle of military readiness, 
at least one essential component of the weapon would be removed and 
retained by the U.S. custodian separately from the weapon until authori- 
zation for expenditure is received and authenticated. 

(55^**T Senator Anderson's definition of exclusive custody appeared to be 

at odds with several arrangements then in effect or proposed. Specific 
arrangements either in effect or proposed at that time were: 

a. . Internationa^ag reements and corresponding technical arrangements 
concerning ~~ 



b. The NATO Stockpile Plan and implemented by technical arrangements, 
the mating of HONEST JOHN and CORPORAL missiles when specifically 
authorized by SACEUR (USCINCEUR). 

c. Covered by the NATO Stockpile Plan to become effective with com- 
pletion of technical arrangements, the mating of NIKE HERCULES with US 
warhead made avaUable to NATO aUies under the Military Assistance Program 
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d. Proposed by SACEUR and under consideration by the JCS, a strip 
alert for allied tactical aircraft (F-84 and F-lOO) with US weapons attached 
(no flights to be authorized until weapons are released for expenditure). 

e. Proposed by JCS and under DoD consideration, the supply of US 
depth bombs for ASW aboard allied ships and /or aircraft. 

(U) With the exception of a. and c. above, the- arrangements had proceeded 
without the specific approval of the Secretary of Defense under the authority 
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and/or SACEUR on the grounds that they were: 

a. Fully consistent with the basic U.S. policy as pronounced at the 
NATO meeting of December 17, 1957; and 

b. In consonance with the basic principles of custody as agreed by State. 
Defense, and the Atomic Energy Commission. 

(U) In reply to the l^ttier from the Chairman. JCAE, the State Department 
agreed with DoD in that "the proposed arrangements covering the armed 
aircraft on the ground satisfy the DoD requirements which would be main- 
tained until an enemy attack was imminent and lhat the President has the 
constitutional authority to permit the weapons to become airborne at such 
time." The letter further went on to define the Department's responsi- 
bilities as regards arrangements for the deployment, positioning and 
readying abroad of nuclear weapons. "EssentiaUy it consists of particq>ation 
in the determination of policy, negotiation of necessary agreements and 
general supervision of the execution of such agreements." 

i^^S^ In the meantime, the Genie program, which had been held up at the 
request of the JCAE in late 1959, finally expired in the summer of I960 due 
to a lack of funds. The Joint Committee took little notice of the program's 
demise and, in the fall of I960, it authorized an Ad Hoc Subcommittee to 
go to Europe and conduct an extensive investigation of the NATO stockpUe, 
the results of which we shall see shortly. At this point, however, it would 
be most appropriate to consider the origin and purpose of the Joint Committee 
on Atomic Energy and the significant role it has played in the custody, control 
and dispersal of nuclear weapons. 
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CHAPTER 10 
"WATCHDOG" 
THE JOINT COMMITTEE ON ATOMIC ENERGY 



"The ixx^ortance of the field of atomic energy* coupled with 
the unique character of the problems raised by its develop- 
ment* makes it peculiarly desirable and necessary that the 
Congress be fully acquainted at all tiznes with the work of 
the Commission. The bill in section 1 6 makes provision for 
reports which will contribute to this end. 

'*More important, however, is the provision for the estab- 
lishment of a joint congressional committee, to be composed 
of nine Members of the Senate and nine Members of the House 
of Representatives , directed to make contizxutng studies of the 
activities of the Atomic Energy Commission and of problems 
related to the development, use, and control of atoxxiic energy. 

"The joint committee is empowered to hold hearings f to act 
on legislation, and to equip itself with a staff of such experts 
and technicians as it deems necessary to carry out its 
functions . 



"The usefulness of such a committee in focusing responsibility 
in the Congress and in keeping the legislature informed cannot 
be overemphasized. Hie joint committee will be in a position 
to give substantial aid to the Appropriations Committee; and to 
give consideration to supplementary and amending legislation 
as the need arises ." 



(U) This statement, in the original report of the Special Senate Committee 
which reported out the McMahon Act. indicated the "watchdog" role that 
the Joint Committee was to perform as one of the two primary institutions 
in the civilian control of atomic energy. 

(U) Unique in its legislative functions and powers , the JCAE has indeed 
fulfilled its "watchdog" role for Ae Congress and public over both the 
military and AEC. In the early years of almost total civilian control it 
dealt primarily, and of necessity, with the activities of the AEC. However, 
by 1954 it was becoming increasingly concerned with the growth of mUitary 
authority over the weaponry aspects of atomic energy. 
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(U) Under the 1954 amendment to the Atomic Energy Act, the Defense 
Department was given authority to transmit atomic information constituting 
Restricted Data to foreign countries. It should be noted, however, that 
th.is information was necessary in connection with activities which normally 
would be handled directly by the military; i.e. , planning, training, 
and defense against atomic weapons. Also AEC was to "assist" the Defense 
Department and participate in a joint determination as to the extent of 
weapons information to be transferred. On Restricted Data relative to 
research, development, and production of special nuclear material the 
Atomic Energy Commission was given responsibility for transmittal of 
information witiiout Defense Department *■ assistance." 

pjrn nr Another somewhat obscure change or interpretation in the law 
apparently permitted the Defense Department to deal with nuclear coxx^o- 
nents of weapons and nuclear warheads of missiles separately from the 
weapons system and the missile itself from the standpoint of secrecy 
classification and custody. This w as later to be interpreted by the Defense 
Departm ent to pe rmit the transfer flHi^Hli^^llHBHHi^^HiHBiHV 
flimiimijlH and to permit nuclear warheads on missiles to be treated 
separately from the missile vehicle itself in terms of development and 
manufacture, and transfer of ownersh^ and classified information. This 
was accomplished primarily by the new definition of atomic weapons in 
section lid. 

(U) In connection with the 1954 amendment to the Atomic Energy Act, 
Congressmen Holifield and Price stated in part their dissenting views: 

"Although we do not believe H. R. 9757 departs in any funda- 
mental way from the accepted principle of civilian control and 
management of the atomic energy program, we wish to take 
this opportunity to alert the Congress and the public to the 
possibilities that lie ahead. 

"It is generally acknowledged that atomic weapons are rapidly 
achieving a conventional status in military planning for national 
and allied defenses. Accordingly, we may expect that the mUi- 
tary will steadily seek increasing control over the weapons 
phases of the atomic energy program. This is not said in cri- 
ticism but only as a reminder that there are bounds which the 
military must not transgress if the principle of civilian control 
is to be ma.intained." 
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(U) To somewhat balance the additional grants of authority to the Defense 
Department, the Joint Committee added, and the Congress enacted, certain 
provisions intended to strengtiien the Joint Committee's *'watchdog" position 
in relation to- the Military. First it added a provision to section 202 of the 
Act to make the Defense Department subject to the same requirement as 
the AEC in keeping the Joint Committee fally and currently informed as to 
all its activities relating to atomic energy. The Joint Committee report 
on this provision in 1954 stated that the obligation applied to pending matters 
"as well as those where the Defense Department had taken final action or 
reached a position. Secondly it added provisos to sections 144 and 123 to 
require that all agreements of cooperation, including military agreements 
of cooperation, must lie before the Joint Committee for thirty days before 
becoming effective. 

(U) Following the Soviet sputniks and the resultant NATO conference in the 
fall and winter of 1957, the Executive Branch proposed additional revisions 
to sections 144 and 91 of the Act to shore up U.S. alliances in the face of the 
increasing Soviet technological and missile threat. 

(U) The proposed bill provided for the elimination of the proviso in section 
144 b. preventing the communication by the Defense Department of "in^ortant 
information" on weapons design in connection with training activities. A 
new section 144 c. was proposed to be added which would permit cozz^lete 
exchange of design information on atomic weapons and submarines between 
the AEC and foreign countries, A new section 91 c. was proposed to permit 
the President to authorize the AEC or the Defense Department, as appro- 
priate, to transfer to cooperating nations nonnuclear parts of 
weapons and weapons systems; nuclear reactors for submarines and oHier 
military applications: and source, by-product and special nuclear material 
(^235 and plutonium) for use in weapons or in nuclear reactors for military 
applications . 

(U) None of these provisions changed the previous pattern as to responsi- 
bilities between the AEC and the Defense Department. However, the Defense 
Department did obtain greater authority in the trans -classification of infor- 
mation. The division of responsibilities, however, between the AEC and &e 
Defense Department was left somewhat vague in section 91 c. 

(U) As responsibility between the AEC and the Defense Department was not 
changed significantly, the extent of permissible transfer and exchange of 
atomic information, materials, and nonnuclear parts with foreign allies 
was substantially enlarged. This caused certain segments of the scientific 
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community, and certain groups with pacifist leanings . to view the proposals 
with alarm. The principal basis of their fears was not so much the mUitary. 
as the stimuUtion of the nuclear arms race with the Soviet bloc, and the 
possible facUitation of the entry of a "fourth- nation and subsequently other 
countries into the atomic weapons picture. The Defense Department pro- 
vided a substantial portion of the testimony in favor of the amendments . 
Among others , an assurance was given that custody of nuclear weapons 
con^onents would be maintained and protected separate from the carrying . 
vehicle: i.e. , aircraft or missUe. This assurance would become the 
subject of considerable subsequent discussion. 

(U) The Joint Committee in reporting out the 1958 amendments, and 
Chairman Anderson on the Senate floor, added a number of restrictions and 
limitations . One of these had the effect of limiting detailed weapons 
cooperation with the British. Another gave the Congress veto power over 
future military agreements for cooperation by means of increasing the 
waiting period from thirty to sixty days and provided that no agreement 
could become effective if a concurrent resolution of disapproval should be 
adopted by the two Houses of the Congress during the sixty day waiting period. 

(U) On February 3 . I960, Chairman Anderson felt It necessary to issue a 
statement concei-ning the President's answer at a press conference to a 
question whether the United States should transfer nuclear weapons to its 
allies . 

"When the present law was adopted in 1958 (P. L. 85-479) the 
officials testifying to the Joint Committee time after time stated 
that it was not intended and that the law, if amended in accordance 
with their recommendations, would not permit completed nuclear 
weapons or the nuclear components of weapons to be transferred 
to a foreign country or to get beyond the custody of the United 
States forces. In turn, the Joint Committee in its report, and 
members of the Joint Committee on the Floor of the Congress, 
defended the amendments to the law and the agreements there- 
under, stating that no transfer of weapons or nuclear con^onents. 
was intended or permitted and that the United States would main- 
tain custody of such weapons .... 

'•We therefore have a right to assume that any program the 
President may have to share our arms with our allies will not 
violate this provision, unless a change in the law is requested 
by the President and approved by the Congress." 
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(U) In a speech on the Floor of Congress on February 9, I960, Congressman 
Holifield spoke of problem of "erosion of civilian control" in relation to 
proposed arrangements for custody or transfer of atomic weapons to NATO 
countries . He stated: 

"There has been a constant cazz^aign to obtain acceptance of 
the fiction that 'after all a nuclear weapon is just another weapon.' 
'The nuclear weapon is a conventional weapon now.' I regret to 
say that there has been an erosion of civilian control. Part of 
this erosion is due to a gradual step -by-step surrender to tiie 
steady pressure of our strong and entrenched military bloc. Part 
of it is due to the multiplication of nuclear weapon types and quan- 
tities in inventory." 

"These problems will not go away nor will tiiey be solved by 
our refusal to recognize tiiat technological change has made 
obsolete the old and cumbersome procedures. 

"My plea is that we do not try to solve Uiem thorough subter- 
fuge or a calculated program of deceit. Let us lay the problem 
on the table and talk sense to the American people and our allies. 
Unless we can bear the burden of new challenges, through the 
exercise of our historic democratic processes of discussion, 
debate, and publicly arrived at decisions, then our way of life 
is doomed." 

iS^5%^ In December I960 Mr. Holifield' s Ad Hoc Subcommittee returned 
from its investigative tour of Europe and submitted a detailed report on its 
findings . The findings and recommendations covered the entire spectrum 
of nuclear weapons activities in Europe. Among ^ese were: 

Protecting l^l^m^^l^m^^lP from rifle 

Stopping plans to place ^BHl^HHlHHHIIHl and replacing them 
with Polaris. 

Protecting weapons against radiography. 

Izx^ roving the NATO communications system, training of allied delivery 
crews, and U.S. emergency evacuation capabilities. 



71 



Increasing the number of emergency ordnance dispersal personnel. 

Reevaluation of US-NATO relationships , policies and cominitxiients , 

Installing a permissive action link (PAL) on all weapons in NATO 
Europe. 

(SEftO) However, it was in the area of custody and cooperative military 
arrangements with NATO countries that the subcommittee expressed its 
greatest ire and concern. It broiled the Defense Department in a cold 
scathing indictment for failing to con^ly with both the letter and spirit of 
the law. 

"It is the considered opinion of the Joint Committee that the 
State Department and the Defense Department have failed to . 
comply with the intent of the Atomic Energy Act by the manner 
in which they have entered into International Arrangements for 
the possession, use and control of U.S. owned nuclear weapons 
.and in f^e failure of the Defense Department to keep the Congress , 
through the Joint Committee, currently and fully informed. 

*'As discussed in previous actions, there is serious doubt whether 
the facts of the limited possession exercised by U.S. custodial 
forces of nuclear weapons in 'alert' positions of combat readiness 
(on planes on the pad and mated to missiles) are consistent with 
the requirements of section 92 of tiie Atomic Energy Act of 1954. 
This section prohibits any person, including a foreign government, 
to possess a U.S. atomic weapon. 

"Certainly such 'alert* procedures are contrary to Congressional 
intent, and to representations made by the Defense Department to 
Congress at the time the law was amended in 1958. At that time 
it was represented that nuclear components of warheads and bombs 
would be kept separate from the aircraft or- missile carrier. 

"Moreover the means of placing such 'alert' procedures in effect 
were carried on outside of the framework prescribed by the Atomic 
Energy Act of 1954,' as amended in 1958. 

"Although the Atomic Energy Act of 1954 provides for a program 
of administration with international arrangements requiring 
approval by the Congress and Agreements for Cooperation subject 
to Congressional action as to the development, use and control of 
atomic energy (sections 3 f . . 11 1. , 123) the Executive Branch 
has entered into numerous international arrangements wifliout 
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notification to and approval of the Congress. At the same time 
and through a number of secret executive ictemational agreements 
and arrangements as to the use and control of atomic energy not 
provided for under the Atomic Energy Act, it has limited the 
purpose and effectiveness of the statutory Agreements for Cooperation. 



"When one compares the various types of agreements and arrange- 
ments the United States now has with ^ese various nations and the 
types and degree of our cooperation under them, one realizes the 
relative limited importance being attached to the legislatively 
authorized Agreements for Cooperation. In cozz^arison it appears 
that our cooperation in the development of defense plans, the training 
of personnel in the employment of atomic weapons and the development 
of atomic operational capability is being conducted principally under 
arrangements other than the Agreements for Cooperation. 

"For example, as observed 



were approved by the U.S. Joint 
Chiefs of Staff and Office of the Secretary of Defense during I960 
without either an Agreement for Cooperation or Stoclqiile Agreement 
with that nation and without notice to the Joint Committee or con- 
currence of the AEC. 



"In addition 




It was 

understood that the warheads for these shorter range missiles , 
similar to those assigned to other nations » were not to be mated, 
but to remain in the custody and possession of U.S. custodial 
detachments until hostilities . However , there was some indication 
that new 'alert procedures' might authorize mating of warheads to 
missiles in periods of 'tension'. 
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"In each of the countries visited, it was found that little or no 
Restricted Data was being given to Ae foreign operating per- 
sonnel (as distinct from higher administrative authorities), 
even when there was in existence an Agreement for Cooperation 
and the information had been transmitted by the United States 
Government to that nation. Certain questions occur: Why have 
higher administrative authorities withheld or delayed transfer 
of Restricted Data to the operational personnel? --Does such 
deUy effect the operational capability? Were the legislative 

provisions of the 1958 amendments to Section 144b necessary? 

"In only one type of weapons system observed under the NATO 
atomic strike plan has it been interpreted that an Agreement 
for Cooperation is required prior to the foreign user force achiev- 
ing operational capability, and that is in &e fighter bomber area, 
and then only in the final two weeks of training. 

"As further indication of the relatively limited extent to which 
Agreement* for Cooperation control in international cooperation 
in the uses of atomic weapons, th e U.S. to date has signed 

Stockpile Agreements with ^^BI^^IH^^H^^^^^^^^^^^II^ 

imm^^H^ for atomic support of their forces without any 

Agreement for Cooperation with these nations. Also, prior to 
our Agreements for Cooperation with ^HI^^H^IHB^I in 

1959, we already had Stockpile Agreements with both countries 
including the detailed technical service-to-service arrangements 

between their Army and Air Forces and ours. As was previously 
noted. Stockpile Agreements apply to nuclear weapons for use by 
the foreign force. 



"Recommendation 

"1. The Executive Branch and Congress should recognize 
that there are serious doubts as to Tx^ether the present NATO 
alert procedures are consistent with U.S. law and Congressional 
intent. If it is planned to continue such procedures, or institute 
procedures which permit in point of fact some measure of joint 
possession or control over U.S. weapons, then the problem should 
be faced directly and the law should be proposed for change under 
established procedures; i.e. , legislative hearings and debate. 
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"Z. The basic policies under which custody, possession 
and control of United States nuclear warheads are to l>e main- 
tained should he contained in th<; Stocicpilc A^rcenjt-nts or other 
Guvcrnmcnt-to-Govcrnmcnt agreements rathirr than in niiiitary 
scrvicc-to-scrvice arrangements. The Govcrnnient-tti-Gi>v»!rnnu'nt 
aurecments, in turn, should conit; under thc rrquircnicnts t>f 
sections 91 c. , 144 b, , and 12*^ in th<' natun* of Ayrtrfnients fur 
Cooperation subject lo Cony r cs s ic»nai_ re vii!w , or else as inter- 
national afsreoments apprtived by Cun}:rcss iir as treaties. Tc» thc 
extent they contain classified annexes or details. lil<<* A;; r-r4*mrnts 
for Coo))eration, classified parts nerd ni>t bo made [>ublii , but ran 
be reviewed in executive sessi«)n by thi* lej^islativc coinniittiM' or 
cuinnuttces having responsibility. 

■ In con^pliancc with sections 202 and ^ f. , uf the Atomic 
EntTuy Act of 1954. the Dcfensi' Di'partmfnt should krrp thi* Joint 
Committee currently and fully informed 'with rcfspect to all matters 
within the Department of Defense rolatinj;: to the development, 
utilization or application of atomic energy.' Major p«>licy decisions, 
in [>articular. as for cxampic the chantie in U.S. custody concept 
from separate U.S. maintenance and pussessiun of warheads tu the 
inatinju of the warhead to non • U.S. delivery vehicles in peacetime 
are matters tif which the Lejiislativc Hranch throu;:h the Joint 
Committee should have been informed promptly at the time they 
were made. The January 1960 decision by SACEUR to place NATO 
atonuc strike forces on Quick Reaction .-Mert with complete nuclear 
weapons aboard non-U. S. planes and missiles should have been 
brought to the Joint Committee s attention at the time or shortly 
before: not aflcr the order had been imnlementcd or as occurred, 
after the procedures had sone into effect in July 1960. 

' In accordance with its ieual responsibility to initiate 
notification to the Committee, the Defense Department must 
reco^nizo that it does not comnly with the law when it fails to 
furnish informatitin until after the Comnnttce requests it or when 
the Committee has to obtain its initial inftjrmation throuph (>ther 
sources . 



(U) The report was submitted in »'arly I "^M , and a more opportune time 
could never have been found. The new icuinu' of Jt»hn Ki'nnedy was i>npaui;d 
in a swccpine reappraisal (if our national policies and entire defense posture. 
The findings of the report app<'ars to have confirmed fears that the Defense 
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Department, with its ximltitudinoua layers of semi -autonomous authority, 
had become unmanageable, and that the past administration had permitted 
the situation to deteriorate to the point where the "nuclear genie" was 
almost out of the bottle. While DoD had won its battle for custody, it was 
soon to lose the war for control of nuclear weapons and the JCAE report 
just might have provided the decisive blow. 
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CHAPTER 11 
FLEXIBLE RESPONSE 

The Eisenhower administration had adopted a militapy strategy of 
nuclear response for all but the most minor aggressions. The declared 
objective of this policy was to reduce costs a.nd manpower requirements. 
This policy, strongly backed by the then Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff. Admiral Radford, had been approved in the fall of 1953 as NSC 162/2, 
and late in 1954 this policy was extended by a decision to make nuclear 
weapons available to NATO forces in compensation for the faUure to achieve 
conventional force goals. In 1956, the NATO Strategic Concept. MC 14/2, 
was adopted which directed the Supreme Commander, in the defense of 
Europe, to defend as far forward as possible and to count on the use of 
tactical nuclear weapons from the onset. As a result, the ground forces 
were vigorously reorganizing to implement the atomic doctrine* 

(SJPirCi In July, 1957, Secretary of State Dulles disclosed that the United 
States was "studying" the idea of transferring custody of the nuclear stock- 
pile in Western Europe to the North Atlantic Treaty Organization itself. 
The North Atlantic Council decided on December 19, 1957, to establish 
European based stockpiles to make possible the implementation of the 
previously adopted strategic concept MC 14/2. Henry Kissinger's book. 
Nuclear Weapons and Foreign Policy , helped to present a case for limited 
nuclear war (published in 1957). FinaUy, in June 1958. the JCS after care- 
ful study, recommended a stockpile level of from 51 ,000 to 73,000 warheads 
by 1968. 

(U) In 1961 the new Kennedy Administration immediately began to revise 
the policy. The NATO Policy Review Group was established. One of the 
main objectives of the NATO Policy Review Group was President Kennedy's 
objective of getting "the nuclear genie back in the bottle" at least in the 
European Theater, It took approximately one month for the review group 
to develop a position paper titled A Review of North Atlantic Problems for 
the Future (known as the Aches on Report). As a result of this study a 
policy directive was approved by the President on April 21,. 1961 and trans- 
mitted to the National Security Council in a document called NATO and the 
Atlantic Nations . 
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^ The long-range policy proposed in the report was the development of 
conventional forces in NATO capable of meeting and holding any possible 
Soviet assault in the iDuropean Theater. The function of nuclear weapons 
in the European Theater was to be primarily diplomatic — their use to be 
only as an additional and rather minor contribution to general nuclear war 
with the Soviet Union in conjunction with Single Integrated Operational Plan 
(SIOP) forces . 

ifi) The short range policy recommended the cessation of development of 
limited war nuclear systems designed for the European continent, particu- 
larly long-range systems such as MRBMs. The report recommended 
halting the deployment of already developed systems except where this was 
politically unfeasible,, and the quick securing of deployed weapons against 
any possible unauthorized use. Finally, it was recommended that SACEUR's 
operations planning procedure in the theater be clarified and that, inparticu« 
lar, local commanders be directed not to use nuclear weapons even in self 
defense without the explicit authority of the President of the United States 
or those to whom his authority had been transmitted. 

The proposed changes were not accepted readily by the JCS, who stated; 

*'It is the opinion of the Joint Chiefs of Staff that NATO strategy, 
together with SACEUR's interpretation, adequately contemplates 
a flexible response to the various forms of aggression which 
might take place in the NATO area. The Joint Chiefs of Staff 
agree that all NATO forces must be built to and maintained at or 
near full strength, well trained and provided with adequate 
reserves. Modernization of ^ese forces, both conventional and 
nuclear, must continue." 

ifif The NATO Policy Review Group had gathered a considerable amount 
of data and had also posed many searching questions to DoO. In response 
to a request from Mr. Mc George Bundy of March Z, 1961 , the Deputy 
Secretary of Defense, Mr. Roswell Gilpatrick, forwarded information the 
next day showing the present location of nuclear weapons by geographic 
area and military commands. Mr. Gilpatrick also pointed out that: 

** . . . , based on present concepts and planning it has been 
forecast that our requirements for nuclear weapons will double 
by 1969. In order to effect any significant reduction in such 
requirements it will be necessary to revise the present stated 
concept regarding the use of nuclear weapons in support of tactical 
operations in other than general war situations. The present 
guidance on this point has been interpreted as supporting constantly 
increasing requirements for nuclear weapons designed for tactical 
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use. Obviously, no such change in concepts or guidance should 
be made other than in consonance with our national security 
policy which may be revised in connection with the review now 
being xhade of NSC 5906/1." 

(U) At this point of time in our history the demise of the " massive retalia- 
tion" policy was izzazninent if not actual. The doctrine of "flexible response" 
had arrived even though it had yet to be in^lezxiented. 

— The change in philosophy was not the only trauma which arose at that 
time . On the 7th of February 1961, the acting AEC Chairman notified the 
President that; 

"The Commission plans to defer action to inclement the directive 
of 16 January 1961 for a reasonable period in order to give you an 
opportunity to review it." 

This was President Eisenhower's nuclear weapons dispersal authorization 
as of 30 June 196^ The Joint Chiefs of Staff protested the unilateral AEC 
action of withholding implementation of approved dispersal of new and 
improved weapons and the large shortfall in weapon production. 

CSSr&] The effect of the decision by the Acting AEC Chairman to defer 
action on the Presidential directive of 16 January 1961, although restrictive, 
was not really critical for the following reasons: 

a. The slippage in production of weapons. (During the first 8 1/2 months 
of FY 1961 , the AEC had produced only 49% of the weapons scheduled to be 
produced in FY 1961.) 

b. The AEC concentrated on producing battle area and air defense 
weapons. (As of 15 March 1961, 52% of ^e weapons produced were of 
these types .} Many of these weapons were produced for and were to be 
used in overseas areas where the construction of suitable storage, sur- 
veillance, and security facilities had not been completed, or where political 
arrangements had not been coR^leted for stockpiling. These weapons, being 
in AEC custody, permitted other types of weapons to be dispersed as long as 
FY I960 dispersal credits were available. Also, since the AEC FY I960 
production of weapons also had slipped, a sizeable number of FY I960 dis- 
persal credits was carried over into FY 1961. 

c. The return to AEC custody of approximately obsolete weapons 
in FY 1961 for the recovery of reactor material permitted the dispersal of 
new weapons . 
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lari The impact of this decision on operational plans —especially the SIOP 
which had already gone into effect— was. however, considered to be critical. 

The Commission's decision was motivated by two considerations: (1) 
their, concern as to the advisability of continuing the deployment of nuclear 
weapons to foreign areas, particularly to Western Europe; and (2) their 
concern that the contemplated additional transfers of weapons from National 
Stockpile Sites under Atomic Energy Commission custody to storage sites 
adjacent to mUitary bases under Department of Defense custody was eroding 
-the civilian control of atomic weapons originally contexiqjlated by the Atomic 
Energy Act. 

(g) Mr. Gilpatrick expressed his concern in a letter to the President on 
April 11. 1961 . in which he stated: 

"As you know, the matter of U.S. nuclear weapons support for 
NATO is under intensive study as a result of which a decision 
as to the future course of action concerning allocation of nuclear 
weapons to «upport non-US NATO forces will be reached. I 
agree that until such a decision is reached no further dispersals 
to be allocated for the support of non-U. S. forces should be made. 

"I am of the opinion, however, that the remainder of the dispersal 
program set forth in the directive referred to in the Commission's 
letter should proceed as rapidly as the status of weapons production 
permits. Included in the program, in addition to weapons for U.S. 
forces deployed to the United Kingdom and to Western Europe, are 
much larger numbers to fill out the conr^lements of the strategic 
and air defense systems in the United States and the air defense and 
anti-submarine warfare systems employed by CINCPAC and CINCLANT 
I am particularly concerned that weapons be made available for the 
ATL*AS, TITAN and POLAJIIS missiles as rapidly as these missiles 
become operational and that our capability to implement the Single 
Integrated Operational Plan (SIOP) not be inhibited by withholding- the • 
most modern weapons from our strategic forces. 

"Accordingly, I recommend that you authorize the Atomic Energy 
Commission and the Secretary of Defense to proceed with the dis- 
persal plan of January 16, 1961, with the understanding that no 
further dis'persals for allocation to non-U. S. forces will be made 
under that authority. In this connection, it is clear that due to 
production delays the dispersal program for Fiscal Year 1961 will 
not be actually implemented in fiiU until well into Calendar Year 1962. 
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I consider it desirable* however, that with the exception indicated 
above the program be approved as an objective to be attained as 
early as practicable in the light of the availability of weapons 
and the desirability of retaining a substantial reserve in the 
National Stoclqsile Sites . 

"With respect to the second point on which the Commission has 
expressed concern, I cannot agree that transfer weapons from 
the custody of the Atomic Energy Conmiiss ion to the Department 
of Defense constitutes an erosion of civilian control." . 

(U) It became evident that the longstanding fears of the A£C regarding 
military control had not dissipated but merely had lain dorment, waiting 
for the right moment to voice concern to a receptive ear. The *'new broom 
sweeping clean" might just provide that type of a favorable environment in 
which to air these views. 

US^ This was not to be &e case, however, because, on May 20, 1961, 
President Kennedy approved &e dispersal plan of January 16th provided 
that additional weapons were not dispersed in support of non-US forces 
and subject to "the desirability of retaining a substantial reserve in the 
National Stockpile Sites." The President also requested that NATO strategy 
studies be made and the recommendations based thereon be communicated 
to him before dispersals for support of non-US forces were to be resumed. 

Dr. Seaborg, then Chairman of the ACC, notified Mr. Bundy three 

weeks later that the Commission had released the first increment of weapons 
to the DoD for dispersal but would not release additional weapons until the 
President's letter of May 20 was clarified. The terms in question were 
"National Stockpile Sites" and "substantial reserve" . The name of t&e game 
appeared to be another effort on the part of the A£C to resurface the issue 
of custody and control of nuclear weapons . 

(SrriD) The d isper sal plan provided for a total of ^H^B weapons in the JCS 
reserve with^B^B of these weapons in the custody of the A£C and(^^^B in 

DoD custody, subject to JCS control. DoD believed that these numbers 
which had been presented to the President in the dispersal program met 
"the desirability of retaining a substantial reserve in the 'National Stockpile 
Sites.'" This interpretation was evidently discussed with representatives 
of the Division of Military Application, Atomic Energy Commission who, it 
is said (in an OSD memorandum) agreed with their OSD counterparts. 
Mr, Gilpatrick so informed Mr. Bundy by letter on June 22, 1961 and 
recommended going ahead with the dispersal plan less weapons for support 
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of non-US forces. Approval for these was given and AEC was directed to 
transfer the authorized weapons to the Defense Department for support of 
US forces in accordance with the plan of January l6th. 

(SFRD) Meanwhile , the new administration was quite busy in a number of 
other areas involving nuclear weapons. LiteraUy hundreds of questions 
were pouring out of the administration's study groups in the White House 
and Executive Office Building. Probing, searching, penetrating, groping, 
.they covered the entire spectrum of nuclear weapon activities , Command, 
control, communications, release procedures, timely destruction of 
dispersed weapons (particularly two stage weapons) to prevent capture, 
•disclosure of Restricted Data to NATO countries, protection of Restricted 
Data under .conditions of either attack by internal elements of host nations 
or through capture by external enemy forces, installation of a permissive 
action link or launch enabling system in the Jupiter, control and transfer 
of weapons f^HH^HH^^^B decentralization or predelegation of 
Presidential release authority for defensive weapons to lower echelons of 
command, and safety of nuclear weapons were just some of the areas being 
studied in the efftfrt to find the ways and means of getting the "genie back in 
the bottle" and realigning our nuclear capabilities. 

(U) A detailed analysis of each of these areas is not within the scope of this 
study. They wUl be referred to only in so far as they directly affect {and 
quite a few of them do) the control, custody and dispersal of nuclear weapons 
One of the most in^ortant of these areas . particularly at this point in time, 
concerned US-NATO military nuclear arrangements. 
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CHAPTER 12 
US-NATO MILITARY NUCLEAR ARRANGEMENTS 

(U) The Atomic Energy Act of 1954 extended the 1946 Act in authorizing 
cooperation with our allies in the military uses of atomic energy. Section 3 
of the Act carried out the policy of making the maximum contribution to the 
common defense and security by providing for a number of programs 
including: 

"a program for Government control of the possession, use, and 
production of atomic energy and special naclear material so directed 
as to make the maxinum contribution to tiie common defense and 
security and the national welfare; 

"a program of international cooperation to promote the common 
defense and^ecurity and to make available to cooperating nations 
the benefits of peaceful applications of atomic energy as widely as 
expanding technology and considerations of tiie common defense and 
security will permit; and 

"a program of administration which will be consistent with the fore- 
going policies and programs , with international arrangements ■ and 
wxdi agreements for cooperation, which will enable the Congress to 
be currently informed so as to take further legislative action as may 
be appropriate." 

The amendments to the 1954 Act in the 1958 Public Law (85-479) greatly 
broadened the authority for cooperation with the allies in nuclear weapons 
matters. There were* however* limitations imposed by; 

1 . Section 91c pertaining to the transfer of atomic material and parts 
of weapons and weapons systems , 

2. Sections 144b and 144c pertaining to the requirement to submit 
Agreements for Cooperation to Congressional review under Section 123. 
and, 

3 . Section 92 pertaining to possession by any foreign government or 
its agents of a US atomic weapon. 

(U) While such words as control, use, possession and transfer appear in 
the Atomic Energy Act. the word custody was nowhere to be found. The 
first use of it appears to have been made by the Secretary of State, 
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John Foster Dulles, in offering US support to the NATO General Council 
in. December 1957. when he stated: 

. .would deploy nuclear warheads under U.S. custody in 
accordance witii NATO defensive planning and in agreement with 
the nations directly concerned. In the event of hostilities • nuclear 
warheads would be released to the appropriate NATO supreme allied 
commander for employment by nuclear capable forces." 

SHAPE defined the word as the degree of US control of access to US nuclear 
weapons • to the extent that it would take an act of force to obtain either 
weapons or information concerning weapons without proper authorization. 
The degree of force needed was not spelled out. It was the substitution of 
the word "custody" for the word "possession" and the broader control pro- 
cedures based thereon by DoD to which the JCAE objected. 

{SS\ The US Government's nuclear weapons support of NATO and allied 
nations necessitated many different types of agreements and arrangements. 
The following is a general summary: 

a. Mutual Security Agreements 

These provide for supplying US equipment including weapon delivery 

systems to individual nations. 

b. Status of Forces Agreements 

These cover the stationing of US forces in individual countries and 
codify US and host country legal rights . 

c . Storage Agreements 

Agreements between the US and individual host countries for the 
introduction and storage of US nuclear weapons in support of US delivery 
forces (as distinct from the foreign nation's forces). 

d. Agreements for Cooperation 

Formal agreements between the United States and an individual 
member of NATO (can also be with NATO directly) involving the communi- 
cation of information or the transfer of certain types of equipment involving 
Restricted Data. (This type of agreement is specifically provided for in the 
Atomic Energy Act.) 
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e . NATO Stockpile Agreements 

NATO Stockpile Agreements between each user nation and the US 
covering the introduction, storage, and employment of US nuclear weapons 
for support of the allied nation's forces. Included is these agreements are 
policy matters such as* 

(1) Cost sharing and construction criteria. 

(2) Custody, security and release of weapons. 

(3) Maintenance and positioning of weapons. 

(4) Logistical support of US forces . 

f. Service-to-Service Technical Arrangements 

y 

(1) These military service*Ievel arrangements are supplementary 
to the NATO Stockpile Agreements above and are made between the U.S. 
Air Force, Army or Navy and the corresponding military service ofUie 
other nation. 

(2) These arrangements cover such items as standing operating 

procedures, maintenance and logistics support responsibilities for barracks* 
dependent housing, feeding, access roads, transportation, communications 
and U.S. and supported force responsibilities in the stoclq)ile»to -target 
sequence of operations involving nuclear weapons. 

{9!^) The last three types of agreements were required to be concluded 
before the United States could deploy U.S. nuclear weapons in support of 
weapons systems manned by the non-U, S, forces of the cooperating countries. 
There was, however, one other authorization necessary and that was the 
necessity for obtaining Presidential approval to disperse nuclear weapons 
to areas outside the contiguous limits (48 states) of the United States. 

4(C) In retrospect, however, there was a decided lack of overall written 
policy guidance by the Executive Branch in this area. In the absence of this 
guidance, and in view of the necessity for strengthening our defenses in 
Western Europe, the Defense Department and the Services proceeded to go 
their sometimes separate ways. An insight into the degree of informality 
involved in the first of the storage agreements is afforded by a recount of 
some negotiations with the United Kingdom in 1947 during the 
Truman Administration. 
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4 6rRD) The United Kingdom had accepted the introduction of complete 
atomic weapons by the United States into the United Kingdom. These 
arrangements were on a service-to-service basis. Construction of storage 
facilities was undertaken on the basis of oral arrangements in 1947 between 
the Chief of Air Staff, Royal Air Force and the Chief of Staff, United States 
Air Force. Introduction and storage of complete atomic weapons was 
arranged for in 1949 by the Commanding General. Third Air Force, with the 
Chief of Air Staff, Royal Air Force. No further Service level arrangements 
were found necessary. The Commanding General, Seventh Air Division, 
subsequently discussed these arrangements with Prime Minister Churchill 
who orally expressed his approval. 

XSrnP) A number of formal bilateral and multilateral agreements had been 
coordinated with NATO countries subsequent to this "understanding" with 
the United Kingdom. Among the first was the agreement with NATO as a 
regional organization whereby the U. S. agreed to provide certain classified 
information pertaining to atomic weaponry (excluding design data) which was 
deemed necessafy for the common defense and security of Europe. In 
addition, the U.S. would p rovide warheads under U. S. custody for NATO 
forces to include ^HUB^^l^^^HiHIBHB units . It was under this 
agreement that the warhead s were deployed and the "two key«' procedures 
evolved when both the flBl^^^^^HPBBi warheads were mated to the 
missiles. Launch of the missiles could only be accomplished by inserting 
two keys in the launch control panel. One key was held by the U.S. warhead 
custodian, the other by an officer of the non-U. S. missile unit. U.S. custody 
then "hung by the thin thread" of one key. This was one of tlie procedures 
to which the JCA£ objected. 



(SJrai>» The U.K. 

[under a bilateral non-NATO agreement 
with the U.S. on February 22. 1958. The warheads were dispersed to 
England in October 1958 and mated in 1959. 

[^pa-iT) The "two key" arrangement was developed for the ^HI^BlHIlj 
put into effect forJH^^^^^I^ A bilateral NATO agreement was signed 
withi 




There were then four basic types of programs 
of cooperation — with N ATO as a regional organization for transmittal of 
information only, with ^l^^^HI^HH^Hi^lHI^^HiW^^^Hi^Hi^^HH 

with NATO for providing US warhead support for the 
and bilaterally with individual NATO 
countries for providing US warhead support to their indigenous forces. 
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(U) To bring order out of chaos, under the disclosures of the JCA£, 
NSAM 143 and NSAM 197 were forxzoilated. 

(U) The various programs of cooperation and agreements* however, were 
not the basic problems of US support of NATO. The North Atlantic Council 
on May 1, 1958 noted (C-R(58)30), MC 70, the report of the MUitary 
Committee on the minimum essential force requirements for the period 
1958-1963. It further approved for planning purposes the total force 
requirements defined by- the document for the period up through 1963 and 
accepted the country breakdowns as guidance for the 1958 Annual Review. 
The United States agreed to the Council action and the MUitary Coznmittee 
expressed no reservations with respect to the goals enumerated in the annexes. 

A Presidential policy directive on April 24, 1961 indicated that we 
should not provide nuclear delivery systems additional to those which we 
were already specifically committed to provide to allied countries unless 
further studies indicated that such provision met certain specified and 
restrictive critepia. Based on this guidance, State and DoD jointly prepared 
and agreed, in May 1961, on a list of nuclear delivery systems which the 
US was committed to provide each of its allies . This list contained two cate- 
gories; first, those undelivered nuclear capable weapons which could not 
be cancelled without serious adverse political effects; and, second, those 
weapons programs for NATO enumerated in MC 70 which it was judged at 
that time could be cancelled without such effects. The princ^al criteria 
for which programs were deemed cancellable were: (1) absence up to that 
time of country requests for the delivery systems; (2) the fact that the weapons 
had not been offered by the US previously to the country; (3) unwillingness of 
certain countries to accept nuclear coxx^onents ^m^^HlR and (4) the 
approaching obsolescence of certain weapons systems Included in die MC 70 
country breakdowns. 

i^) MC 26/4 superseded MC 70 and projected NATO force goals, including 
both conventional and nuclear weapons, through 1966. Although also based 
on the Political Directive of 1956 and on ^e relevant military documents 
(MC 14/2 and MC 48/2), these new force requirements purported to reflect 
a proper balance between nuclear and conventional forces, MC 26/4 
established requirements for greater numbers of nuclear delivery systems 
as coxx^ared to MC 70. The Military Coxximittee recommeded that the con- 
ventional and nuclear forces enumerated in the document, except for MRBMs 
and nuclear submarines , should be noted by the North Atlantic Council as 
appropriate requirements for end- 1966 and should be transmitted to the 
member countries and the NATO commanders as the basis for programming 
action. On January 5, 1962 the North Atlantic Council noted MC 26/4 and 
transmitted the document to the countries and the Major Coixunanders as 
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recommended by the Military Committee (C-R(62)l). This action paral- 
leled that taken by the NAC three years earlier with respect to MC 70. 
Ambassador Finletter stated in the Council that the United States approved 
the recommendations in MC 26/4, but added that "His authorities reserved 
the right to make proposals from time to time to improve NATO's 
military position.'* 

(U) By March of 1962, the Defense Department had concluded a number 
of studies which had been directed by the President's memorandum of 
May ZO, 1961, and as a result of the National Security Council action 
of April 24, 1961, "NATO and the Atlantic Nations". In a March 16th 
memorandum for the President* Mr. Gilpatrick stated that it was at 
that time not necessary to "endorse requirements for nuclear delivery 
systems over and above Hioae we are already co mm i tt ed to provide, 
notably MC 26/4 requirements for end- 1966, in view of possible changes 
in our NATO strategy and the fact that we are not yet committed to 
providing the enlarged nuclear support indicated by such force require- 
ments . " ^ 

[tfi The Administration's determination Uiat it was not bound to provide 
nuclear support for the MC 26/4 goals coxild only have been based upon 
the conclusion that the Council action of January 5 was in itself not 
a sufficient basis and that the goals in MC 26/4 were not ''accepted'* or 
"approved" in the same sense as those in MC 70. On the other hand, 
by its participation in the Council action on the end- 1966 force goals, 
the United States could not but have given its Allies the izr^ression at 
that time that to the extent they established and trained nuclear forces 
in accordance with NATO MC 26/4 requirements, the US VOuld, as in 
the case of MC 70, supply nuclear warheads for such forces except 
for MRBMs and SSBNs . There is no evidence that our Allies were ever 
explicitly informed of our reservation for meeting the MC 26/4 force 
goals. Th-e problem of nuclear support of NATO will continue to plague 
us for many years until the role of tactical nuclear weapons and forces 
can be definitively predicted, projected, and quantified, and a national 
policy is established regarding the use of nuclear weapons in £urope. 

Mr. Gilpatrick' s memorandum of March 16 also stated that 
corrective action had been taken to remedy deficiencies in the areas of 
security, command and control. NATO communications, and US custodial 
procedures.. DoD was developing a permissive action link on an urgent 
priority to be installed on nuclear weapons dispersed in support of non- 
US NATO forces. Again, regarding the whole • question of NATO strategy 
and the role to be played by nuclear weapons, he thought it would be 
extremely disruptive to Alliance cohesion if we were now to withhold the 

OO 



nuclear weapona necessary to make fully effective those weapons systems 
which we had committed ourselves to support. Accordingly, he recom- 
mended that the DoD be authorized to disperse, under US custody, 

nuclear weapon s for use by non- US fo rces in FY 62. This was 
an increase of weapons from the^BactuaUy dispersed as of 

December 15, 1961. The total incre ase in Europe, including weapons 
for US forces, would be from ^^Bto It was further en^hasized 

that the dispersal program would be coordinated in such a way so as 
not to prejudice the forthcoming results of the review of NATO strategy. 
Four high yield versions of weapons planned for non-US strike aircraft 
would be wi&held along with the necessary information coacerniag them 
to make non-US forces operational. The AEC had registered deep con- 
cern on the possibilities of compromising Restricted Data in these weapons 
and had not agreed to the dispersal or the transmission of information of 
high yield weapons (over |[||^ KT) . 

The President at a meeting on April 6, 1962 approved the dis- 
persal' of nuclear weapons ia support of non-US forces as proposed in 
Mr. Gilpatrick's memorandum of March I6th. National Security Action 
Memorandum (NSAM) No. 143, dated April 10, 1962, promulgated the 
dispersal authorization subject to the following: 

a. Until further notice and effective immediately, 

exclusive of the United 

Kingdom. It was not intended to preclude the use on Alert aircraft of 



The effect of this limitation was to be reviewed by USCINCEUR/SACEUR. 

b. Subject to the conditions in Paragraph a., authority was granted 
to disperse, under US custody, weapons in support of non-US forces as 
indicated in Annex A. 




c. Further dispersal of nuclear bombs in support of non-US NATO 
air forces would be delayed pending a State-Defense review 
of the situation. 

d. The Atomic Energy Commission was directed to develop and produce 
at the earliest practicable date permissive action links to increase custodial 
control of nuclear weapons dispersed in support of non-US NATO forces. 
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(S^R^) The President also directed that "maximum effort as a matter 
of urgency wiU be made by the Atomic Energy Commission and the 
Department of Defense to develop, ixiqirovc and install permissive action 
links in nuclear weapons deployed abroad." 

NSAM 143 required that . .authority for any additional dispersals 
may be sought, as necessary, on a case-by-case basis as the forces 
become operational, and in tJie light of continuing studies of NATO 
^rategy." 

(U) Thus, the President reserved to himself the authority for all future 
dispersals for support of non-US forces. 

ifif As a result of differing philosophies regarding the interpretation of 

NSAM 143. the AEC and DoD requested clarification of NSAM 143 in a 
joint recommendation on September 22, 1962. On October 23, 1962. the 
President issued NSAM 197 which provided additional policy in relation to 
nuclear support of jion-U5 forces. 

"The communication of RESTRICTED DATA to another country for 
the purpose of training that country's forces in a nuclear delivery 
capability should be avoided when there is no intention of dispersing 
the weapons of that delivery system to the country. The impression 
should not be made that the US intends to provide forces of any 
country with a nuclear capability when such is not the case. It is 
necessary that consideration be given to all aspects of a proposed 
program of cooperation prior to a decision with respect to any single 
aspect of the cooperation, including the granting of RESTRICTED DATA. 
If all such factors are not considered prior to the initiation of the 
cooperative program, such a transfer of delivery vehicles , communi- 
cation of RESTRICTED DATA for training or compatabUity, or dispersal 
of related weapons . it is difficult to refrain from completing the balance 
. of the mutual program once it has been started. 

"Therefore, the Department of Defense will hereafter submit to the 
President, for approval in principle, proposed programs of cooper- 
ation with other nations which will involve communication of RESTRICTED 
DATA, transfer of delivery vehicles utilizing atomic weapons, or dis- 
persal of atomic weapons, together with the views of interested agencies, 
including the Department of State and the Atomic Energy Cc mixiission, on 
those parts of the proposed programs which will affect thei responsibilitie 
Presidential approval of such submittals will be restricted approval in 
principal, reserving for future action Presidential authorization for dis- 
persal of specific weapons. Presidential approval of such programs of 
cooperation will then provide the basis for future action by all responsible 
agencies." 



ffi^ NSAM 197 clarified the intent of NSAM 143, It required DoD to submit 
to the President for "approval in principle" proposed programs of cooper- 
ation with other nations which will involve the coxxanunication of Restricted 
Data, transfer of delivery vehicles utilizing atomic weapons together with 
the views of the Department of State and AEC. Presidential approval of 
such submittals was restricted to "approvals in principle'! , reserving for 
future action Presidential authorization for dispersal of specific weapons 
under NSAM 143. This "approval in principle" is known as a NSAM 197 
action. 



(fiSft©) Two days later NSAM 199 rescinded a portion of NSAM 143 and 
permitted the of AHBHMhm^H^^hmhm^^^^^^^^^^^^^^h 

NATO QRA aircraft. NSAMl6^a^ls^ntere^5^c^ndenablis^^ 

national policy for the development and installation of permissive action 
links on nuclear weapons deployed to Europe. 

The issuanee of NSAM 199 successfully and effectively cozx^leted (for 
the time being at least) the first phase of the new administration's efforts 
to establish executive control on the policies and procedures for providing 
nuclear support to non-US NATO forces . 



91 

JOP-SEfiftEf 



This page intentionally left blank. 



92 



CHAPTER 13 

DISPERSALS 
1962 - 1964 

(U) The FY 61 dispersal plan provided weapons for US forces but froze 
further dispersals for non-US forces. NSAM 143 authorized dispersals 
in 1962 for non-US forces but there was no authorization for increasing 
dispersals for US forces. The FY 61 plan was still in effect for US 
forces in FY 62. The normal nuclear weapons retirement cycle 
started with the approval by the President of the annual stockpile re- 
quirements. The Atomic Energy Commission evaluated the stockpile 
requirements in terms of their capabilities and provided the Depart- 
ment of Defense with their estimates of production for that 8toclq>ile 
year and the availability of materials for production in future years. 

(U) Based on these estimates, the Joint Chiefs of Staff allocated the 
weapons to the Coinmanders of Unified or 5pecifi.ed Commands and 
&e Reserve, and requested the Commanders to submit their weapons 
dispersal requirements. The JCS then prepared the dispersal plan to 
provide the dispersal of the weapons to support operational needs for 
the Commanders. The weapons would be dispersed as they were pro- 
duced by the AEC. These dispersals included both those for support 
of US forces and for support of non-US forces. 

(SFRD) On June 6, 1962, Mr. Gilpatrick submitted for Presidential approval 
a program which provided for dispersal of weapons as of June 30» 1962. 
The proposed plan called for increases only in dispersals in support of 
US forces. It provided for: 

1. The dispersa l of nuclear components and complete 
weapons and ^H^B^o^' nuclear components under full US 
control in support of US forces. 

2. The dispersal of ^^m^nuclear weapons /components and 1«422 

non-nuclear components to foreign. countries for US forces. 

3. The JCS reserve to consist of weapons, not less than 
dBPof which would be in NSS and OSS in custody of AEC. 

4. A moderate number of weapons over and above those authorized 
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£or dispersal fox stockpile modernization, retirement, etc. 

D. Replacement of lost weapons, on a one -for -one basis. 

(gyRl5^ In August, the White House requested additional information on 
nxxmbers and types of weapons to be dispersed, yield versions, and 
country. The dispersal plan as submitted contained only broad yield 
categories, i.e., high and low yields for each country, since the Dob 
believed that the detailed data was highly sensitive. After providing 
the information requested, the JCS were further queried on the FY 62 
dispersal plan. Their answer provided an explanation of their philo- 
sophy for dispersal. 

"As in previous years, the FY 1.962 dispersal plan is in 
su^ort of both normal peacetime dispersals and contingency 
dispersals. In the former case, dispersals are planned to 
be accomplished as soon as the operational capability is 
aittained and the weapons are available. In the latter case, 
dispersals are to be undertaken only as required during 
periods of tension or actual wartime. 

"As an example of a contingency situation, the FY 1961 
plan provides for dispersal to ^|^^^|^^^HHHH^m 

etc. ; however, dispersal would not be accomplished 

except as specifically directed after satisfactory comple- 
tion of appropriate agreements. A request for such 
dispersal authority again is contained in the FY 1962 
dispersal plan. 

"As another example, authority exists in the FY 1961 
dispersal plan for dispersal of 0 nuclear weapons to 
^m^HB in support of CINC5AC. It is not the intention 
of CINCSAC to use this authority in support of peacetime 
operations. 

"In the case of non-US NATO forces which are provided • 
nuclear weapons support by the United States, a third 
situation arises. Repeated delays have been experienced 
in the attainment of a programmed operational capability 
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of certain of these forces. A number of nuclear weapons 
are now available and earmarked for support of these 
forces, however, no direct commitment has been made 
to provide the nuclear support. The fiscal year dispersal 
plan, therefore, consists of three categories of weapons: 
weapons in direct support of non-US forces, weapons in 
direct support of US forces and weapons earmarked for 
support of non-US forces. Weapons in this latter category- 
are not identified as weapons for non-US forces and are 
not planned for actual dispersal in peacetime. In most 
cases, however, the units for which the weapons are 
earmarked are in the process of obtaining an operational 
capability. Thus, during periods of tension or wartime, 
dispersal of these earmarked weapons may be required. 

"In the FY 1961 dispersal authorization, as well as that of 
previous years, the possibility of situations arising which 
would require the commanders of unified and specified 
commands to exceed authority in certain instances has been 
recognized. In the letter from the Secretary of Defense 
advising the Joint Chiefs of Staff of Presidential approval 
of the FY 1961 dispersal plan, authority was granted to 
proceed with dispersal in accordance with the representa- 
tive dispersal plan with the proviso that 'any proposed 
departure from the representative plan of such a nature 
as to indicate a major shift in strategic emphasis' would 
be submitted for Presidential approval. 

"Dispersal plans, therefore, have been representative 
pUns rather than specific plans: they are not intended to 
be met in their entirety in each fiscal year, and they may 
be exceeded under special circumstances in accordance 
with the approval authority granted. " 

(«=im) The Joint Chiefs were becoming increasingly concerned with the 
worldwide dispersal situation. Of the approximately •■■| credits 
authorized for transfer from AEC to DoD and dispersal, less than^unused 
credits remained, although AEC had^^weapons available, CINCONAD 
CINCPAC and CINCSAC had exhausted their allocated dispersal credits ' 
while CINCLANT had only f^unused credits. CINCEUR had sufficient 
credits but some of these were being used by CINCONAD. The JCS 
stated that the FY 63 allocation had already been provided to the CINCs 
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and that immediate approval of the FY 62 dispersal plan was needed to 
alleviate the current situation and early approval of the FY 63 plan 
would be needed to avoid a similar situation arising in the near future. 

4^7 McGeorge Bundy, however, was still very m.uch concerned with avoid' 
ing major additional political commitments. He asked Mr. Paul Nitze, 
Assistant Secretary of Defense (International Security Affairs) to review 
the proposed FY 62 dispersal plan and provide hizn with recommendations. 
Mr. Nitze's reply agreed with the JC5 position except for a few minor 
changes and recommended that the FY 62 plan should be acted on quickly. 

(OrnP) The Christmas holidays, notwithstanding, it was acted on quickly 
but unfortunately for the DoD, not in the manner which they wished and 
undoubtedly expected. In a letter to Mr. McNaznara dated December 26. 
1962, President Kennedy wrote: 

"I do not approve the proposed weapon dispersal program including 
the representative weapon dispersal plan, submitted by the 
memorandum to me dated June 6, 1962, from the Deputy Secretary 
of Defense. In view of the imminence of your submittal to me of 
your recommendations for a FY 1963 dispersal program, I believe 
it best not to make any changes in our dispersal program at this 
time. Accordingly, I hereby approve the continuation of the 
dispersals previously approved for FY 1961 to cover the FY 1962 
needs. 

"If this decision creates certain operating problems that affect the 
national security, I am willing to receive specific requests for 
exceptions in advance of my consideration of the FY 1963 dispersal 
program. 

"I have directed the Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission, to: 

"1. Transfer to the Department of Defense, on call by the 
Secretary of Defense, or his designee, sufficient numbers 
of atomic weapons to provide in Department of Defense 
custody as of June 30, I 962, up to a total of ^|^|^ separable 
nuclear comp onents and complete atomic weapons and up to a 
total of flHi non-nuclear components. For the purpose of 
this letter, complete atomic weapons are defined as complete 
thermonuclear weapons with separable nuclear capsules as 
required and complete sea led -pit weapons. The above directive 
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includes those weapons dispersed to the Department ox Defense 
and stored at the National Stockpile Sites and Operational Storage 
Sites, those dispersed to Commanders and those in the reserve 
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff dispersed in the custody of the Depart- 
ment of Defense. 

"2. Replace on a one-for-one basis* to the extent practicable » 
any nuclear component, complete nuclear weapon or non-nuclear 
component in Department of Defense custody which becomes 
irretrievably lost or damaged beyond repair. I approve the use 
and transfer of those weapons in the undispersed reserve of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff on a one-for-one basis but not to exceed 
M^weapons to replace the weapons recalled by the Atomic 
Energy Commission to support modernization, quality assurance, 
and retirement programs. This provides for maintenance of 
stoQjcpile quality without degrading the Commander's operational 
readiness. " 

(yPPI Additional guidance was given to the JCS by the Deputy Secretary 
of Defense 6n February 27, 1963, since the DoD had now received authority 
to receive more weapons from the A£C than it was authorized to disperse. 
Dispersals of nuclear weapons -to areas \inder foreign sovereignty would 
continue to be accomplished in accordance with the previously approved 
FY 1961 nuclear weapons dispersal program as further amplified by NSAM 
No. 143. Dispersal to areas under US control would be accomplished in 
accordance with the proposed dispersal plan of June 6. Authority was 
given for contingency purposes to disperse to any single site location up 
to 10 percent more weapons than indicated for the 30 June 1962 level, 
provided that the total disp ersal for all of the specified areas under full 
US control did not exceed^^HB complete weapons and non-nuclear 
components. In the event that a contingency increase of greater than 
10 percent at any one location was required or if that total dispersal to 
areas under full US control needed to be increased, the JCS were directed 
to obtain prior approval of the Secretary of Defense. There was no 
restriction on the number of nuclear weapons dispersed in the Continental 
United States inclusive of Alaska and Hawaii, provided the total dispersals 
did not exceed the total authorization as cited in the paragraph above. 
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XSPR*) The chart below shows the FY 62 increases in relation to the 
FY 61 authorizations and the quantities on hand on January 14, 1963. 

TABl-E VU 

Areas Under Full US Control 

Complete Weapons in Support of US Forces 



Location Authorized On Hand Additional 

30 Jun 1961 (14 Jan 1963) Requested 



Requested for 
30 Jun 1963 







Afloat, Atlantic 
Afloat, Pacific 



Guam 
Midway 



Puerto Rico 



Total 



(SFRD) Thus, the FY 61 dispersal plan and NSAM 143 authorizations were 
carried over through FY 62 into FY 63 except for an increase offlf wea- 
pons authorized for dispersal to areas under full US control. 

(U) In August 1963, the JCS submitted a proposed dispersal plan for FY 63. 
It was a little late as it already was FY 64. 

(U) In accordance with the President's desires for DoD to coordinate the 
dispersal plan with the responsible agencies in the areas of their concern, 
formal comments were requested from the State Department and the 
Atomic Energy Commission (DMA) in September. 

ISXASi^ On November 13, 1963, U. Alexis Johnson, Deputy Under Secretary 
of State, wrote Mr. Gilpatrick that State concurred in the plan, provided 
that: 



1. 



"Before actual dispersal is made to those forces of any 
foreign government of weapons which exceed levels 
approved for dispersal in NSAM 143 and in certain 
specific authorizations made pursuant to it, we will 
have an opportunity to review an intended dispersal 
on a case-by-case basis. 
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"We would . . . reserve judgment on the proposed dispersal 
of Atomic Demolition Munitions. " 



The letter further stated that with the exception of the ADMs the remainder 
of the dispersal to non-US forces appeared to be in fulfillment of existing 
commitments to which State and Defense have previously agreed. 

[5FFiP) The proposed FY 63 dispersal plan had to be updated in January 
of 1964 to reflect new requirements of the major conrmiands since delays • 
had resulted in its obsolescence. The new plan provided for: 

TABLE VIU . • 
UPDATED FY 1963 DISPERSAL PLAN 



Authorized 

FY 61/62 



Proposed 

FY 63 



Requested 

FY 64 



For US Forces Based in 
Foreign Areas 

For Support of Non-US 
Forces in Foreign Areas 

For US Forces in Areas Under 
Full US Control Other Than 
the US 



For CONUS 



Total 






The number for US forces in foreign areas had decreased somewhat* 
whereas the number for non-US forces had almost tripled. 



( grriD ) The State Department concurred in the plan on March 5 subject to 
the same reservations made in their November 13, 1963* letter in refer- 
ence to the FY 63 plan. Mr. Alexis Johnson, however, pointed out that 
the very significant build-up of artillery type weapons projected for the 
next few months emphasized the urgency of reaching agreed employment 
concepts, particularly in the NATO area. 
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(SifAD) By February 1964, there had been a 60% increase in the numbe r 
of tactical nuclear weapons deployed in Western Europe from flHB 
in 1961 toUl^^^ks of December 22, 1963. The DoO proposed FY 64 
dispersal authorization submitted to the Preside nt on M arch 26, 1964, 
requested a total of^B^HB of a stockpile of CHUB nuclear com- 
ponents/complete weapons, oi "which a,zid (//jfl^ wonld be authorized 
for dispersal to areas under full US control other than the US and to areas 
under foreign sovereignty* respectively. 

(Omn) The FY 64 dispersal plan, however, appears to have been jinxed. 
A discrepancy was discovered in certain of the niunbers in the appendices 
of the plan in that they did not uniformly reflect the most recent JCS 
recommended planning base of fli nuclear projectiles per non>US NATO 
8-inch Howitzer battery. The necessary page changes were sent to 
McCeorge Bundy, the A£C, and the State Department. At long last the 
nuclear weapons dispersal authorization for FY 64 emerged as NSAM 
305 on June 1^, 1964, much to the relief of all concerned* 

[grttfTI In accordance with NSAM 305, the Department of Defense was 
authorized to: 

1. Obtain custody of up to a total of IHB' separable nu clear co m- 
ponents and complete atomic weapons and up to a total of l^^HP 
non-nuclear components of capsule -type weapons; 

2. Disperse nuclear weapons in the United States without limit 

providing the total number of nuclear components and complete 
atomic weapons in the Department of Defense custody did not 
exceed that authorized in the paragraph above; 

3. . Disperse nuclear weapons to areas outside the United States 
in support of US forces in accordance with the area totals shown 
in the representative FY 1964 dispersal plan attached to the 
memorandum for the President dated March 26, 1964, with the 
provision that the total for each line may be exceeded by no more 
than 10% in the event of unforeseen contingencies, and provided 
the grand total dispersed outside the US (areas under foreign 
sovereignty .and areas under full US control other than the US) 
did not exceed ^H^H Such dispersals, as applicable, would 

be subject to yield restrictions outlined in NSAM 143 and the 
policy with regard to Permissive Action Link (PAL) devices 
contained in NSAM 160; 
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4. Disperse nuclear weapons and provide nuclear weapon support 
to non-US iorces in accordance wititi the currently approved NSAM 
143 and NSAM 197 actions. Authority for additional dispersals ior 
the support of non-US forces* over and above those currently 
approved, would be requested on a case-by-case basis in accordance 
with the provisions of NSAM 143 and NSAM 197. 

(U) In order to place the Dispersal Program in phase with corresponding 
approved stockpile compositions, the Secretary of Defense was requested 
to submit a FY 1965 Dispersal Plan in time for approval as soon as 
practicable. Subsequent dispersal plans would be submitted prior to the 
beginning of &e fiscal year to which diey pertained. 

(U) The President had "noted with concern the large percentage and 
absolute growth in the quantity of nuclear weapons planned for dispersal 
to support non-US forces. He directed the Secretaries of State and 
Defense to review all additional requests for dispersal of such weapons 
to ensure tha({ we do not build up excessive stockpiles of nuclear weapons 
abroad that would add to world tensions and increase the probability of 
nuclear accident and possible war." 

(JSrHf^ Tlie following table is a summary of NSAM 305. 
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TABLE IX 

SUMMARY OF 
NUCLEAR WEAPON DISPERSAL 
FOR FY 64 



CURRENT 
AUTH (a) 



FY 64 

DISPERSAL PERCENT 



PLAN 



1. FOREIGN SOVEREIGN AREAS 

~ a. SUPPORT OF U. S. FORCES 

PAC 
EUR 

OTHER (b) 

b. SUPPORT NON-US FORCES 
NON-US NATO (EUR) 



2. FULL U. S. CONTROL (Other .than U. S, ) 

a, OVERSEAS (c) 

b. SHIPS 

LANT 
PAC 

3. TOTAL OVERSEAS (Leas Ships) 
TOTAL OVERSEAS 

4. CONUS (Include HAW &e AL) 

AEC CUSTODY 
DOD CUSTODY 

TOTAL WEAPON TRANSFER 
TOTAL STOCKPILE 




25. 914 



30,162 



CHANGE 

+ 20.1 

- U.3 

+ 3.6 

- 16.6 
+ 12.9 

+104,5 

+128. 0 
0 

+ 38.2 

+ 21.7 
+ 49- 7 
+ 77.4 
+ 19.0 

+ 20.3 
+ 26.5 
26.8 

+ 8.3 
+ 17.5 

+ 16.4 



LEGEND (a) Presen t authorization 26 December 1962 and NSAM 143 
(c) ^uamTIB^^^I^IpPucrto Rico,, Midway 
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CHAPTER 14 



NATO STRATEGY AND DISPERSALS 
1964 - 1966 



(S£&£>) The quixotic problem of NATO nuclear policy again arose in 1963 
when the Military Committee (MC) of the NATO Advisory Council (NAC) 
proposed replacing the NATO strategic doctrine, MC 14/2« with a much 
broader one which was based on the concept that the previous strategy 
was both militarily and politically infeasible. The Committee dropped 
the proposal when it became clear it was not going to be adopted. How- 
ever, the JC5 used it to prepare a position paper on Military Strategy 
for NATO which Secretary McNamara forwarded to Secretary of State 
Rusk on December 3, 1963, for his comments. Secretary Rusk 
responded on February ZO, 1964, expressing his strong reservations 
on the paper and forwarding a State Department analysis, based on the 
NATO po lie approved in April 1961, which attacked the forward nuclear 
strategy being advocated by the Germans. The State Department paper 
U. 5. Policies for NATO Defense . was concerned primarily with conven- 
tional defense of Europe. It considered the use of nuclear weapons only 
in the event that NATO forces were being overwhelmed or if they had 
been otherwise unable to regain a vital objective. The differences 
between the two papers were of such magnitude that Mr. McNamara 
directed the JCS to use MC 100/ I as the basis for their position. In 
May 1964 Mr. McNamara solicited comments from the State Department 
on the suitability for presentation to the President of a tabulation of plans 
for the provision of nuclear support to non-US NATO forces. Mr. Rusk 
replied on July 28 that State and Defense should conduct an intensive 
study of the military and political aspects of NATO tactical nuclear war- 
fare in order to develop an agreed general concept to support a recom- 
mendation to the President for changes in national policy. In commenting 
on two areas in Mr. McNamara 's letter, he recommended that the build- 
up in 8 -inch Howitzer, Honest John, Nike Hercules and ADM levels be 
deferred until an overall study had been completed. 

(U) By letter on June 19, the Secretary of Defense suggested to Mr. Rusk 
that MC 100/1 be used as guidance for our military representatives in 
NATO forums. The Secretary of State agreed that it might be possible 
for the time being to defer attempts to reach an agreement but questioned 
the use of MC 100/1 as a suitable guide. 
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(U) In October 1964, a Draft Presidential Memorandum. The Role of 
Tactical Nuclear Forces in NATO Strategy was published which repre- 
sented Mr. McNamara's personal views and was a compromise between 
the JC5 and State's positions. It presented three nuclear options short 
of general war; demonstrative use of low yield weapons in a limited 
sector: a selective use theater wide west of the USSH for less than a 
few days; and a nuclear battle for less than a period of weeks to render 
ineffective the enemy's front line and immediate reserve forces. The 
rationale, among others presented* was that the number of weapons in 
Europe exceeded our capability to use them; and that future changes in 
SACEUR nuclear capability should be downward and cautious to avoid 
upsetting the status quo, increasing the risk or imparing &e deterrence. 

^ There were then three differing philosophies on NATO nuclear poUcy 
in late 1964. The official national nuclear policy for Europe was stated 
in NSAM 332 in December 1964 which provided the following guidelines 
to be used in discussions with NATO on nuclear defease: 

I* We must adhere to our policy of non-dissemination of nuclear 
weapons. 

2. The United Kingdom must be led out of the field of strategic 
deterrence. 

3. Reduce the capability of the Germans for separate nuclear action. 

4. Promote collective defense. 

(U) It was during this time oi exchanging o£ views that the FY 65 dispersal 
plan came up for coordination. In commenting on the proposed DoD dis- 
persal plan for FY 65, Llewellyn Thompson, the Acting Under Secretary 
of State, made it clear that State did not concur in the planning figures 
for support of non-US forces for the same reasons enumerated in Mr. Rusk' 
letter of July 28, 1964, Mr. Thompson proposed that it would be useful 
if these areas could be discussed by a special committee composed of 
Mr. McNaughton from DoD/ISA, General Goodpaster from JCS and himself. 

dg) The Thompson Strategy Discussion Group, as it was referred to, met 
on March 23, 1965, at the State Department, with representatives from 
Defense, State and the JCS, As a result of the discussions, a tentative 
agreement was made by State that there was a de facto US commitment to 
support the non-US NATO nuclear forces which our allies had either 
acquired or taken positive steps to acquire in fulfillment of MC 26/4 
force levels. In turn. Defense tentatively agreed that the FY 65 dispersal 
plan to be proposed would reflect the strictest possible interpretations 



of MC 26/4. 

^ As A result of these agreements and because of changes in JCS 
requirements, the FY 65 dispersal plan was revised to cover dispersals 
through July I, 1966. The plan proposed support only for those weapons 
systems currently programmed by the US and the Allies which would be 
operationally ready and for which storage would be available by Jxine 30, 
1966. ADM dispersals would be retained at the authorized FY 64 level 
until the ADM studies were completed and firm requirements established. 

^ ggB.P ) On May 17, 1965, the State Department concurred in the plan but 
recommended that no additional shipments of ADMs be made to Europe. 
One week later Mr. McNamara notified Mr. Husk that as of that date 
(May 24), he had deferred shipment of any additional ADMs to Europe., 
He also noted that he expected the results of the ADM study and JCS 
recommendations by July 1, 1963.' Regarding the ceiling on ADMs it 
appears that t^e shipments were not as easily stopped as Mr. McNamara 
obviously thought. The momentum of shipments already in progress was 
not halted xintil fiv e we eks later when the number of ADMs in Europe 
was established atfl^Pweapons. A modest increase of 0 weapons 
over this ceiling was permitted in the FY 67/68 dispersal plan, thus 
arriving at the established figure of flBADMs authorized for dispersal 
in NATO Europe. Meanwhile, the request for nuclear weapons dis- 
persal authorization for FY 1965/1966 was sent to the President on 
May 24 since both State and AEC had concurred in the proposed plan. 

JJgKiW) The FY 65/66 dispersal plan was app roved by NSAM 334 on 
June 1, 1965. It provided for a total of d|^HI nuclear elements (out 
of a total stockpile of ^° transferred from AEC to Defense 

by June 30, 1966* The JCS reserve would consist of HH^weapons 
of which^BPwould be r etained under AEC control and under 
DoD control. A total of VB^B weapons could be dispersed outside 
the US in numbers as follows: 
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AREAS UNDER FOREIGN SOVEREIGNTY, FY 1965 
NATO PACIFIC ATLANTIC 




'^Contingency for li^artime operations only. 
This was with the provisos that: 

1. The total in each area may be exceeded by 10% in the event of 
unforeseen contingencies. 

2. Weapons for which dispersal in support of non-US NATO forces 
is authorized for planning purposes only will be dispersed in support 
of US forces in the areas pending additional and specific dispersal 
authorization on a case-by-case basis* 

fSFRD) Authorizations for weapons in support of non-US NATO forces were: 

TABLE XI 

SUPPORT OF NON -US FORCES FOR FY 1965 



Bombs 

Tactical Missiles 
Arti Uery 
Air Defense 

Total 





PAL devices were to be installed in all nuclear weapons dispersed or 



to be dispersed to NATO commands in Continental Europe for both non- 
US and US forces at the earliest practicable date with priority given to 
those weapons on OR A. Audaority was also granted for exceeding the 
totals in each area by 10% for unforeseen contingencies, replacement 
of lost weapons on a one-for-one basis up to a total of Weapons 
for support of non-US forces, which were not as yet operational, could 
be dispersed «to US units. 

J gynDr NSAM 334 also stated: 

"It is understood that the currently authorized area level of nuclear 
warheads to be stored in Europe is adequate in numbers and 
megatonnage to meet requirements now recognized for use by US 
or non-US NATO forces. There will necessarily be changes required 
in the stockpile due to such things as modernization, redistribution 
among users, and possible changes in force dispositions. It is 
expected that the next and succeeding dispersal plans focus principally 
on changes of this sort as far as Europe is concerned, and tiiat any 
recommendation for significant net increases in the European stock- 
pile beyond the level authorized by this NSAM will be made only on 
the basis of new circumstances. 

"Pending the completion of ADM studies now underway and the sub- 
mission of further recommendations to the President, .the shipment 
of additional ADMs to Europe is deferred. The replacement of ADMs 
on a one-for-one basis in connection with maintenance or moderniza- 
tion programs may continue. " 

^SBfiC^ These two paragraphs, with their Presidential imprimatur, established 
fixed ceilings for the first time on the total number of nuclear weapons and 
ADMs that could be deployed in Europe for support of NATO. Also, for the 
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first time, the rise of weapons for NATO E urop e had been arrested. 
In fact, there was but a minute increase of SB weapons from the 

S authorized in NSAM 305 to the in NSAM 334. The numbers 

and SB would be carried forth and inchided in the subsequent 
dispersal plans until agreements on a NATO tactical nuclear policy 
could be reached within the US Government and with the members of 
the Atlantic Alliance. 

(U) At a NATO Defense Ministers' meeting held in Paris, on May 31, 
1965, the Secretary of Defense, Mr. McNamara, sought to assuage 
^e fears of our allies regarding our policy for the use of nuclear wea- 
pons in the defense of Western Europe by. saying: 

"Since last December, the stoclqsile of nuclear weapons in Western 

Europe has increased about 10 percent. In absolute terms, as 
of the middle of May, over 5900 nuclear weapons were on hand in 
Western Europe: 1240 aerial bombs, 2400 tactical missiles, 975 
nuclear <projec tiles, 990 air defense weapons, and 340 ADMs. 
Furthermore, the United States plans to deploy to Europe approxi- 
mately 1800 additional nuclear warheads during the next 12 months. 
Implementation of these plans will increase the NATO nuclear stock- 
pile, over the January 1961 level, by about 100 percent. 

"I suggest to you, gentlemen, that Aere is nothing of Vlenudeariza- 
tion' or 'nuclear disengagement' in those figures. The real point» 
to my mind, is that at current levels of financial expenditure, we 
have already bought an extraordinary amount of tactical nuclear 
capability. Some of you may even think that we have over -insured 
ourselves in this area. We prefer it that way. 

"In general with respect to our views on the use of nuclear weapons, 
one thing above all else should be understood: The United States 
is firmly committed to a forward strategy in Europe, and we 
propose to use whatever means may prove necessary, including 
nuclear weapons, to maintain those forward positions." 

(U) This was followed some sixteen months later when, on Friday,. 
September 23, 1966, Mr. McNamara made a public statement in 
Rome that the number of nuclear warheads in Europe was approaching 
7000. The fact that Mr. McNamara felt compelled to make these state- 
ments is prima facie evidence that he recognized the degree of doubt 



permeating the capitols of Western Europe. It was evident that there 
was a decided need for greater participation by NATO in nuclear plan- 
nine affairs if the situation was to be ameliorated. 

(SFRD) An ill-fated attempt was. made for greater NATO participation 
in nuclear operations when an approved NSAM 197 action on April 23, 
1964, provided for US support of a NATO multilateral force of flU 

nm^^^^^^^^^^i^^mH^i^^^HH^mummis s ile s 

warheads per vessel. The participating countries were to 

This proposal by 

the US never did get out of the discussion stages in the North Atlantic 
Council. 



(SFRD) One final action occurred late in 1965, concerning the FY 66 
dispersal plan. NSAM 334 was amended on December 18, 1965, to 
permit the dispersal of 4iBl3-<l<^^^o°3>l nuclear weapons ( strateg ic bombs) 
on Guam, and in case of weather evacuation from Guam,^B^^H^^B 

The basis for this request was that the Vietnam war had necessitated 
the deployment of B-52 bombers from CONUS bases to Guam from which 

they could launch strikes with conventional bombs on Viet Cong territory 

No problems were en- 
countered by Defense in obtaining the concurrences of State and A£C. 
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CHAPTER 15 

FINAL CUSTODY 
1966 - 1967 



(U) It would be most appropriate at this point to capsulize briefly the 
history of the custody of finished nuclear weapons to date. As wc have 
seen, subsequent to the Manhattan Project, the AEC, pursuant to the 
Atomic Energy Act of 1946, maintained custody of all nuclear and non- 
nuclear atomic weapon con^onents. This status of the stockpile continued 
until 1950, when President Truman exercised the authority granted the 
President in Section 6. a. (2) of the 1946 Act and directed that designated 
quantities of non-nuclear components be delivered to the DoD for dispersal 
to specific areas. In 1951, President Truman, under the same authority, 
directed the AEC, for the first time, to deliver to the DoD a smaU quantity 
of nuclear cozxsonents to be positioned on Guam. In 1953, President 
Eisenhower directed the transfer to the DoD of additional nuclear components 
for atomic we^pbns . This transfer provided a nuclear capability for approxi- 
mately 50% of the non-nuclear weapon components then in DoD custody. 

(U) Under all of these directives, the DoD acquired custody of the trans- 
ferred components. However, in 1955, when transfer of some thermonuclear 
weapons was authorized, President Elsenhower stated that weapons with 
yields of over 600 KT (even though dispersed to military units) would continue 
to remain in AEC custody. Therefore, this required the AEC to place custo- 
dians at many SAC bases and on ships at sea. Initially, civilian custodians 
were utilized, but the impracticality of this arrangement on ships was soon 
recognized and, as a result, in the fall of 1956, the Designated Atomic 
Energy Commission Military Representative (DAECMR) concept was developed. 
Under this arrangement, commanding officers of SAC bases and Naval 
combatant and ammunition ships were designated AEC Custodians (i.e. , 
DAECMR) directly responsible to the AEC, thereby effecting AEC custody 
without the use of AEC civilian personnel at these locations. This concept 
covered all dispersal locations storing high yield weapons and continued until 
President Eisenhower, in 1959, directed the transfer of custody to the DoD 
of all weapons dispersed to the DoD including for the first time, those with 
yields in excess of 600 KT.. The total number of weapons transferred to the 
DoD at that time constituted approximately 82% of the stockpile. 

(U) Subsequent actions had authorized the transfer of continuously growing 
percentages of the total stockpile to the DoD. President Kennedy* s con- 
sideration of the FY 1961 dispersal program included a requirement for 

retaining a substantial reserve in the National Stockpile Sites. Part of this 
reserve was to remain in AEC custody. The approval of the FY 1964 dispersal 
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plan» for the first time, gave priority to meeting the authorized transfer 
to the DoD with the remainder to be retained in AEC custody. The FY 1965/ 
1966 dispersal program authorized transfer to the DoD of all but 1800 weapons 
of the approved FY 1966 nuclear weapons stockpile. These 1800 weapons, 
which could be reduced by up to 400 to provide replacements for weapons 
withdrawn for stockpile sau^ling and modernization, only constituted about 
6% of the FY 1966 nuclear weapons stoclqsile. 

— (U) By this timei the AEC became convinced that no practical purpose was 
being served in retaining custody of this small nuxhber of weapons. There 
was a duplication in staffing because the AEC stored its portion of the stock* 
pile at eight DoD storage sites within the continental United States. The 
transfer of all finished weapons would eliminate the need for 36 personnel 
positions in these sites and save the AEC $293,000 annually. Accordingly, 
Dr. Seaborg proposed transferring all finished weapons to DoD in a letter 
to Mr. Vance of July 11, 1966. He included drafts of a letter to the 
President and a NSAM which directed the transfer. In reply, the Deputy 
Secretary of Deftfhse agreed in the desirability of the proposal but believed 
it was advisable to conclude a revision of the existing stocl^ile agreement 
prior to sending the proposal to the President. 

(U) In a series of exchanges from November 1966 to January 1967 » various 
changes were worked out by the AEC and DoD. The most contentious issue 
concerning the letter to the President and draft NS»AM included summary 
statements of AEC responsibilities in connection with atomic weapons as 
derived from its interpretation of Executive Order 10841 and NSAMs 51, 
197, and 272 and the Secretary of Defense letters of January 27, 1959 and 
May 17, 1961. DoD believed that inclusion of these interpretations in the 
letter and NSAM would serve to promulgate Ihem as dogma. The AEC 
indicated that omission of these summary statements implied a DoD lack 
of a clear understanding of AEC s responsibilities . 

(U) Meanwhile, the Field Command of DASA and the AEC^s Albuquerque 
Operations Office (ALOO) were revising agreements then in effect; the 
Stockpile Operations Agreement of 1961, the AEC-DoD Atomic Weapons 
Maneuver and Exercise Agreement of July 11, 1963. and the AEC-DoD , 
Memorandum of Understanding for the Transfer of Weapons dated March 4, 
I960. Some difficulties arose relative to storage of weapons and transfer 
points since these areas had a direct bearing on AEC and DoD responsibilities 
for transportation costs, carriers and guards associated with weapons ship- 
ments . 
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(U) DoD and AEC finally agreed that the letter to the President and draft 
NSAM would only reference AEC's responsibilities and also that continuing 
AEC and DoD responsibilities and procedures would not be changed except 
incident to tiie removal of the AEC custodians at the stockpile sites (NSSs and 
OSSs). On January 30. 1967, Dr, Se&borg sent the agreed letter to the 
President with the draft NSAM. Eleven days later the President directed 
the AEC to deliver such weapons and components to the Department of Defense 
at locations , times and in accordance with such procedures that were mutually ' 
agreeable between AEC and DoD. After all that effort, the draft NSAM was 
never issued. 

(U) Dr. Seaborg signed the new Stockpile Agreement on March 10, 1967, 
followed by Mr. Vance on March 20. The Stoclqsile Agreement provided 
inter alia for the transfer of all finished weapons from the custody of AEC 
to the DoD, and continuing AEC and DoD responsibilities in the areas of 
stockpile readiness, inspections, quality assurance, retrofit programs , 
replacement of stockpile limited life components, retirement, transportation, 
procurement^ budgeting and records and reports. DoD. consistent with its 
operational requirements, agreed to provide AEC with facilities at the NSSs 
and OSSs for storage of material and for such other purposes as mutually 
agreed. AEC would expedite the cozz^sletion of weapons and components 
requested by the DoD which are in process at AEC production facilities, 
during periods of increased tension, if feasible and not inconsistent with 
other Presidential directives. 

(U) What had begun in bitter dispute some 21 years before had ended in 
amicable harmony. Many factors contributed to this evolution. It was 
finally accepted that AEC custody of the mated warheads on Titan and 
Minuteman missiles in silos, Polaris in submarines and Pershing on launchers 
along with nuclear bombs loaded on QRA aircraft, with their attendant 
release procedures . would seriously degrade our deterrent and defensive 
capabUities. The time for operational decisions had been reduced from hours 
to minutes for meeting operational requirements. AEC's participation with 
DoD in safety, security, command and control, and dispersal procedures had 
immeasurably assisted in easing the transition of custody. Thus was completed 
the evolution of the custody of finished nuclear weapons. 
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CHAPTER 16 

DEVELOPMENTS IN EUROPE AND THE PACIFIC 

1966 . 1968 




forces in West Germany. This was reflected in the JCS FY 1967 Nuclear 
Weapons Dispersal Program submitted to the Secretary of Defense in 
September 1966. The program proposed that the warheads originally 
planned flHjj^H^H^H^^B^V ^® dispersed to U.S. units in West 

Germany. It called foz^|^Hweapons in DoD custody out of a projected 
stockp ile of 31 ,864 nucl ear ele ments. The JCS reserve would consist of 
IBB weapons of which|^H| would be in the custody of AEC . The big 

issue again raised by the JCS was the established ceilings offllBVand 
I^B for NATO Europe in NSAM 334. The JCS objected to these ceilings 
on the gr ound'^ they were arbitrary and illogical. They prop osed a total 
of fll^P warheads for NATO Europe in FY 67 to include CM ADMs . In 
answer to this proposal, DoD notified the JCS that the NSAM 334 ceilings 
would remai|pi in effect for FY 67. These ceilings had been supported in 
the Final Draft Memorandum for the President on Theater NUclear Forces 
dated August 31. 1966, which offered the official DoD position. Accordingly, 
the JCS were requested to provide assistance in drafting a new dispersal 
program for NATO Europe. 

(WRIT) A revised plan was drafted which held to the NSAM 334 ceilings 
but which permitted a five percent increase of^B weapons in the Pacific. 
Both ASD(ISA) and ASD(SA), in November 1966, nonconcurred in the pro- 
posed Pacific increase by quoting a statement in the Theater Nuclear Forces 
DPM which said: 

"It is not clear that our current deployments are optimum for either 
military or political requirements in Asia. We do not yet have 
adequate studies to reach sound judgments of the question of the 
proper size and composition of our nuclear arsenal. Until such 
studies are completed I do not believe that any increase in our Pacific 
theater based nuclear forces is warranted ." (underlining added) 

Their primary concern was the last sentence in the above quote which, as 
it turned out, had not been included in the "For Comment" draft that had 
been circulated to the OSD staff, the JCS and the Services. ATSD(AE) 
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recommended to Mr. Vance that he approve the dispersal plan as written, 
stating inter alia that pending the outcome of the studies and in the absence 
of a persuasive argument to support the views of ISA and 5A, OSD action to 
halt dispersals would seem precipitous and arbitrary. Mr. Vance did 
approve the plan which was sent to State and AEC in February 1967 for their 
concurrence. 

(U) The State Department agreed on April 18th noting, however, that the 
^lan did recall the past interest expressed by Secretary Rusk in the need 
for a thorough study of nuclear weapons policies in the Far East. Mr. Kohler 
also indicated &at State was looking forward to reviewing the studies with the 
OSD staff. 

(U) AEC suggested some changes to the plan in their May 10th concurrence. 
All of the changes except one were included in the plan. DoD preferred to 
base the dispersal plan on the approved FY 67 rather than the FY 68 stock- 
pile. The plan also was revised to cover FY 68, as well as FY 67, and to 
reflect the revised .agreement between DoD and AEC of March 1 0th relating 
to the transfer of all finished weapons to OoD. OSD so notified both AEC 
and State the same day the plan was sent to tiie President. All was not well, 
however, as some errors were noted in the plan on July 5, 1967 and all 
copies had to be corrected. At long last, the President approved the plan 
and issued NSAM 364 on August 14th. 

iS^Sr&T A total offlH^V weapons were authorized for dispersal outside 
CONUS and Alaska. The provisions of NSAMs 143 and 160 were continued 
in effect. The President did note, however, that the Pacific Theater require- 
ments would be given further review during consideration of the next dispersal 
authorization request. In connection with future dispersal authorizations, 
the President directed that; 



1 . The deployment plan would be submitted annually in mid -November 
concurrent with the stockpile approval request. 

Z. The plan would establish levels in terms of total overseais, total 
by area, and total by type of weapons (e.g. , strategic offensive, tactical 
air, ASW) within each region. The Secretary of Defense was granted 
authority to exceed the latter two control levels by 10% to meet unforeseen 
contingencies . 

3. The Secretary of Defense was also given reasonable flexibility to 
alter the quantities of weapons (authorized for the end of the fiscal year) 
during the course of the fiscal year to cover unavoidable peaks in deploy- 
ments due to logistical factors. 
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4. Contingency plans would be shown separately together with 
adequate explanations. 

5 . The plan would highlight the rationale for and major changes 
over the previous deployment plan. 

6 . The DoD should obtain the concurrence of the A£C and the State 
Department. 

The IDoD plan for FY 67-68 had been approved by the President but the 
White House staff had added all of the additional controls on ceilings for 
future plans . 

SS^ItTf] NSAM 364 established weapons ceilings for FY 67-68 on each country 
for the end of tiie fiscal, year which could be exceeded by 10% in the event of 
unforeseen contingencies. A total of fl^BV weapons was authorized for dis-> 
persal to areas under foreign sovereignty wxtix^^^B ^or support . 

of non-U. S. foi^es. An add it ional^HB weapons could be dispersed to areas 
under U.S. control outside the continental United States. The JCS were 
notified by Mr. Nitze that in the execution of the plan» the dispersal of 
nuclear weapons should be consistent vriih the memorandum for tiie President 
of May 2 6. 1 967, as well as NSAM 364. By this he meant that the ceilings 
of fll^B andflB would remain in effect even though not specifically cited in 
NSAM 364. 



IT^iTt Tij Nothing much transpired during the latter part of 1967, It was not 
until January 1968 that any event of significance occurred. As a result of 
policy statements in the DPM on Theater Nuclear Forces and the recom- 
mendations of ASD(SA) and ASD(ISA) , Mr . Nitze notified the JCS on 
January 26 that relative to the development of a new Nuclear Weapons 
Development Ceiling Plan (NWDCP) by the JCS, no additional dispersals 
would be made to NATO Europe and that he desired the JCS to plan an 
orderly reduction in the number of weapons in NATO Europe to^^BB (the 
level as of December 31, 1967) by June 30, 1968. The actual number of 
weapons in NATO Europe on January 26 wasHHI This was to be a 
temporary suspension until he had received and reviewed an assessment of 
the weapons to be deployed to NATO Europe from the JCS and ASD{SA) . He 
also imposed ceilings on weapons ^H^H^HIH^IHIiHHiil^^HII^^Hm 
IBHIHHI^I^^^^HB a^nd afloat in the Atlantic and Pacific at the numbers 
actually deployed on December 31. Any dispersals over these limits had to 
be approved by the Secretary of Defense. He did allow a 10% overage for 
weapons afloat to cover ships on and off-loadings and a 60-day compensating 
reduction. 



On the 29tii of March the JCS requested that the ceilin^^^^pons 
^afloat in the Atlantic be increased from Mr. Nitze's ceiling offH^B 

plus 10%) to IH^^^B plus 10%). They stated that t he December 31 
level was below normal. For example, the °^ 
the fleet and was due to be loaded with |[H weapons. The OSD staff, i.e. . 
ASD(ISA), ASD{SA) and ATSD(AE) recomm ended increasing the ceiling to 
fiBlplus ten percent or a total offlBP weapons. Mr. Nitze agreed and 
notified the JCS on April 6 of the new ceiling. 

^jyirtJ) By the middle of March , meanwhile . both the JCS and Systems 
Analysis had forwarded to Mr. Nitze their assessments of requirements 
for deployments to NATO Europe. Dr. Enthoven forwarded the Systems 
Analysis paper early in April to the JCS for comment. Mr. Nitze followed 
this a few days later on April 9 with another request to the JCS for an 
appraisal of the requirements for NATO Europe to establish p rioritie s wi& 
the objective of reducing the total number of weapons there to^|^B 
JCS review of the Systems Analysis paper highlighted the fact that their 
respective positions and philosophies were poles apart. 

(U) The Systems Analysis position assumed that: 

1 . A theater nuclear war necessarily would be of limited duration 
and largely restricted to the engaged land battle. 

2. The U.S. should employ external strategic forces as a substitute 
for theater nuclear forces in a war limited to NATO Europe. 

3 . The role of theater nuclear forces would be very limited in a 
general nuclear war. 

This rationale, except for assumption 2, was not too far divergent from 
former Secretary McNamara's position in the October 1964 draft DPM, 
"The Role of Tactical Nuclear Forces in NATO Strategy*'. SA believed 
that even a level of 7,161 weapons in Europe was excess of NATO»s 
needs and proposed a revision of the nuclear weapons stockpile in Europe. 
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The JCS strongly disagreed with SA's assumptions by pointing out 
that the SA recommendations did not support the approved strategy for 
NATO Europe which was stated in MC 14/3 adopted on January 16, 1968. 
and in which the U.S. had concurre d. The JCS reaffirmed their support 
of the planned level of deployments (■Mby end FY 68) to support the 
defense concept for NATO Europe. 

(X &fRL >) Strategy, tactics and dispersals were now being reviewed, assessed, 
massaged, and analyzed in both Theaters . An OSD staff recommendation 
generated a request by Mr. Clifford to the JCS to comm ent on a proposed 
redistribution of weapons ||H|^^HHI|^^H|^^^^^^|Cuam^It was 
that some weapons should be^^^^^^^^^^^Hi^^^H^^I^IV placed 
on Guam to achieve a better balance of weapons (ap proximat ely equal numbers 
in each area), reduce the vulnerability of weapons flMHB and constitute 
a better balanced reserve of weapons o n Gua m, e.g. , there were only 

(Btactical bombs out of a total of some^H weapons stored there. Other 
steps were already in progress to reduce the vulnerability of weapons 

■^^^■■^^■■■■^■^^■■^^^^^Hjjj^^H^^^^^^HHI^IPwere down by 

PACOM and PALs were directed to be placed on weapo ns in t he other sites 
as well as for all weapons due to be( 



In answer to Mr. Clifford's memorandum, the JCS on June 25 submitted 
a reply which stated that the proposed redistribution would adversely affect 
the capability of CINCPAC to react to emergencies in the Pacific and 
recommended there be no diange in the current tactical distribution of 
tactical nuclear weapons in the Pacific. 

By this time, however, other events had occurred and decisions made 
relative to the FY 69 NWDCP that need be explored in order to understand 
the final results of the amazing number of complex and interrelated actions 
which took place in a relatively short span of time. 
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CHAPTER 17 

DISPERSAL AUTHORIZATIONS 
FY 1969 and FY 1970 



{55IW7) In developing the NWDCP for FY 1969, several issues surfaced in 
October 1967 between the Joint Staff and OSD which were the subject of 
discussions between General Wheeler*. Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff and Mr. Nltze. The JCS objected to the ceiling of l^^Rand with 
NSAM 364 which directed controls on ceilings on weapons by category and by 
region. They believed that the former restriction was not consist ent wi th 
NATO commitments and that the requirements for approximately fllHi 
weapons had been stated and justified. They reiterated that the latter control 
was overly restrictive and thus degraded much of the flexibility needed 
to properly manage the dispersed stockpile. However, in a meeting on 
December 28, 1967, in Mr. Nitze's office, the OSD FY 1969 NWDCP was 
agreed to by General Wheeler, ASD(ISA) and ASD(SA). The NATO ceiling 
and control^ remained in the plan which was sent to State and AEC for con* 
currence the next day. 

AEC concurred in the proposed plan on February 26, 1968. subject to 
the inclusibn of some minor revisions. State also concurred in the plan 
and proposed AEC revisions. Mr. Bohlen wrote further that State contiznied 
to believe that it was izx^ortant to develop a better overall concept for 
nuclear weapons deployments in the Pacific and suggested that an approach 
similar to that taken on deployments in NATO Europe in the DPM on Theater 
Nuclear Forces might be a good model. OSD sent the plan to the President 
on March 9, 1968. 

{fiVSk ff) In late May the plan was hung up due to some differences between 
the White House Staff and OSD. The White House Staff wanted to add a 
statement to the effect that the ceilings were higher than the contemplated 
deployments. Mr. Nitze and General Wheeler believed that this woxild 
prejudge the results of the studies being conducted by JCS and Systems 
Analysis. The White House Staff finally agreed to delete t his and OSD 
concurred in the insertion of statements on PAL ^B||^|9and the retention 
of dispersal authority by the President for support of NATO I55mm units. 
All these actions to establish Presidential ceilings were going on at the 
same time as the intra-DoD exchanges on Mr. Nitze's ceilings. 

{gy9rUJ The President approved the Nuclear Weapons Deployment Authorization 
for FY 1969 and FY 1970. NSAM 370, dated June 11, 1968, incorporated 
the following major changes to the DoD draft submitted with the plan. 
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1 . The Secretary of Defense would control actual deployments and 
notify the President of significant changes in contemplatec actual deploy- 
ments within the Presidential ceilings. (Note: by letter month later 
State requested to be able to comment on any significant changes.) 

2 . The President expressed a continued interest in the Pacific 
theater requirements and reasons therefor. 

3 . The President noted th e decision in regar d to the installation of 
PAL on certain weapons ^HHHHlHiil^BBB 

4. Authority was withheld for dispersal of I55rom nuclear rounds 
in support of non-US NATO units pending results of ongoing studies . (Note:. 
Secretary Clifford had referred to these studies in his presentation to the 
NATO Ministerial Meeting on the Defense Planning Committee on May 10, 
1968 and added "any judgment as to the need for or nature of additional 
nuclear artUlery should be withheld until the studies I have mentioned are 
cozx^leted" . 

(7rn H) NSAM 370 authorized DoD to deploy up to|H|0weapons outside 
the U.S. and exceed the country and category ceili ngs by 10% in the event 
of unforeseen contingencies except that the total of S^Bweapons in NATO 
Europe would not be exceeded. The procedure for case-by-case dispersals 
under NSAM 143 would be submitted only to meet requirements which were 
not identified in the annual deployment plans . Henceforth the annual NWDCP 
would contain the bulk of the requests for changes in support of non-US 
forces. The yield restrictions of NSAM 1 99 were amended to exempt the 
Mk 61 in support of U.S. forces from the ^Hil lu^itation on land based 
alert strike aircraft on station in NATO. 

(U) The issuance of NSAM 370 returns us to the point where we stopped in 
discussing Mr. Nitze's ceilings. 

4CriMJ) In response to a JCS request for an increase in his ceilings on 
weapons afloat. Mr. Nitze raised the ceiling to an overall total for all 
fleets of tactical bombs . artillery rounds, ASW warheads , ADMs 

and AAW warheads to accommodate projected weapon deployments and 
avoid future problems related to force changes . The OSD staff. ISA. SA 
and AE recommended the increase and consolidation to accommodate 
movement of ships between fleets and avoid offloadings which had already 
been necessary to avoid exceeding Mr. Nitz-e's ceilings. 
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IJilFinri] On June 26. 1968, the JCS replied to Mr. Nitze's memorandum 
of April 9. They opposed any reduction in NATO Europe, stating that 
realistic priorities could not be established, and recommended that the 
deployment ceilings be maintained at^^^^as authorized by the President, 
essentially reiterating the rationale esqjressed in their April 25 critique 
of the Systems Analysis assessment. The Joint Staff followed this up on 
July 5th with a request for reconsideration of Mr. Nitze's decision of 
April 1 not to permit an increase in his ceiling on weapons M^BH^^B 
They requested an increase of(^|^^|^|HHHHB permit the intro- 
duction of the Genie rockets for support of the F-106 squadron authorized 

for flB^HHBHI 

liSi The NSAM 370 deployment ceilings for the end of FY 1969 were lower 

in some cases than the Deputy Secretary of Defense's ceilings. Furthermore* 

Mr. Nitze's ceilings were contained in some four memoranda. 

It was ^ow time to rectify, any incompatibilities and issues, if necessary, in 
a single paper containing the additional instructions and ceilings which 
Mr. Nltze felt were necessary to control deployments. 

[jrilT"P Ft) On August 6, 1968. Mr. Nitze provided tiiis guidance in a memo- 
randum to the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff, part of which is quoted 
below. 



"a. NATO Europe . . . .My decision is that* pending new develop- 
ments, d eploym ents to NATO Europe will continue to be limited to 
a total of HHP weapons » which was the actual weapons level as of 

26 January 1968. The provision of a 60 day grace period for com- 
pensatory reductions will not apply after 31 December 1968; 
instead, a 30 day grace period will apply, 

^HHB ^® approval of the Secretary of Defense is required 
prior to actual deployment, and is deferred pending completion of 
detailed arrangements with the U. K. and review of the requirement 
at that time . 

"C. Other Land Areas Outside the U.S. NSAM 370 levels apply 
without modification, pending further review of our deployments 
in the western Pacific. Wherever actual present deployments 
exceed the NSAM 370 levels, reduced levels should be achieved 
through orderly reductions by end FY 1969. The comments in 
JCSM-392-68 of 25 June 1968, concerning distribution of tactical 
nuclear weapons in the Pacific, did not reflect any consideration 
which the JCS may have given to the vulnerability of tactical 
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nuclear weapons as currently distributed in the Pacific. I am con- 
cerned both with the large number of weapons which are stored |B 
^l^^^and also with the sm all number o f storage areas in which 
these weapons and those g^^j^^HMGuam are stored. In 
formulating the proposed FY 1970 Presidential Deployment CeU ings . 
we shall consider shifts of weapons I^I^HHHBIH^^^HIHI 
Marianas. Hawaii and/or CONUS. 

"I have noted JCSM-426-68 of 5 J uly concerning deployment of 
Mk 25 (GENIE) warheads ■■■i^HI^H^HHI ^ ^^^^ 
downward trend of nuclear weapons deployments in these locations , 
I do not consider an increase over the NSAM 370 ceilings to be ad- 
visable. I would, however, have no obje ction to a compensatory . 
reduction of nuclear weapons ^'^^^ tactical defensive 
weapons elsewhere in the Pacific which would allow the desired 
GENIE deployment within the President's ceilings. 



d. Afloat. An overall total for all fleets off 



Itactical bombs , 



artillery rounds , ADMs , ASW warheads, and AAW warheads is authorized 
for deploy ment afloat. This fig ure has been chosen to allow for the load 
out of the flBI^M^HI^^HM early in 



'e. 



Unforeseen Contingencies . NSAM 37 0 allows the Presidential 



ceilings in each separate country /command area or the total by category 
of weapons within each region to be exceeded by 10 percent in the event 
of unforeseen contingencies; however, it prohibits exceeding the 
Presidential ceiling of weapons in NATO Europe. Where I have 

established ceilings within the Presidential ceilings, deployments 
above my ceilings require the approval of the Secretary of Defense. 
Otherwise. I wish to be informed whenever the Presidential provision 
for unfor,eseen contingencies is used. Notification should include .a 
description of the contingency along- with an estimate of the duration 
of the excess deployment." 

« H3rRD ) The President was informed of these ceilings by Mr. Nitze in a 
memorandum dated August 6. 1968. And thus were drawn the DoD guide- 
lines for the dispersal of nuclear weapons in FY 69. The only ot her a ction 
affecting NSAM 370 ceilings was a JCS request for an increase of^^ stra- 
tegic bombs on Guam. B-52 bombers had been depl oyed to Guam to conduct 
conventional strikes in Viet Nam. 

When NSAM 370 was submitted it was thought that the Viet Nam conflict 
would be terminated before the ceilings went into effect. Consequently 
only the^P bombs needed for the B-52s which were to remain on Guam were 
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requested. The initial deployment of these weapons had been requested 
in a sixnUar action in late 1965. The request sailed through OSD. State 
and AEC and was sent to tiie President on December 5, 1968. 

nrrtrr) MeanwhUc. regarding the FY 70 deployment plan. Mr. Nitze , 
on September 6, 1968, sent a memorandum to General Wheeler. ASD(ISA). 
ASD(SA) and ATSD(AE) requesting them to develop by October 1 a list of 
any unresolved issues in the forthcoming stockpile and deployment plans. 
ThU was followed up by a memorandum to the JCS Chairma^ivmg guidance 
for the development of the deployment plan. The ceUing of |^9for NATO 
Europe would continue. No major changes were conten^latcd for weapons 
afloat, or in other areas except the Pacific, where it appeared that there 
could be a reduction in forward weapon deployments . 

(j g FRP) General Wheeler replied on October 1st Ihat the proposed reduc- 
tions ^■^■■■■■■■B ^'^tze's ceilings for NATO Europe 

^ota^nd^^ADMs^nd weapons afloat were the two issues associated 
with the deployment plan. Unlike the FY 69 NWDCP which was jointly 
drafted by the ATSD(AE) and JCS staffs, the JCS Bubinitted thei^^O 



plan to OSD on October 24th. T he plan caUed for a redu ction ofi 
^■IBbut with an ^^^^^H^^^^^HBL ^ proposed 

increasing the ADMs in iJ^^^^^^^^^^B ' ' " I ' ' ' ^'^^^^ 

additional initial deployments of-i 

(H^^^^^KKMKM.^^^^ intended for US teams in support of non-US 
forces and planned for use in the defensive barriers of ^ose countries. 
The other provisions of the plan were in accord with the previous NSAMs 
and the OSD guidance. The OSD staff recommended to Mr. Nitze that the 
NATO and afloat ceilings be maintained and there be a reduction of weapons 
^f^m^^^BIHmiP with a corresponding buildup on Guam. 

Prcri-rrf General Wheeler and Mr. Nitze met on November 4 and three days 
later the Chairman notified the Deputy Secretary that he objected only to the 
projected FY 71 figures for the Pacific which were lower than the FY 70 
levels. A compromise was reached whereby the reductions in the Pacific 
were lessened in FY 70 but contmu ed in th e project ion for FY 71 . Th^otal 
number of weapons reduced^BBB^^HP°° Guam^|^^BBi^|was fljjjlB 
which would then be stored in Hawaii as that location was considered to be 
a part of the U.S. 

(U) The final plan was drafted and succeeded in weathering some resistance 
from International Security Affairs and Systems Analysis. AEC and State 
concurred and it was sent to the President on December 20, 1968. 
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(T7rr TT) Two days before the Johnson administration left office NSAM 372 
was issued which authorized the Department of Defense to: 



3. Exceed the country and category ceilings by no more than 107o. 

4. Support non-U. S. forces as indicated in the plan. 

5 . Implement contingencies under the noted conditions . (Contingencies 
were treated separately.) 

NSAM 372 restated the other provisions of NSAM 364 regarding PAL, as 
well as NSAMs 143, 197, 199, and 155mm Howitzer support of non-U.S. 
units. On January 25, 1969 the new Secretary of Defense. Mr. Melvin Laird, 
forwarded NSAM 372 to the CJCS with the statement that he planned to review 
it in the future. Mr. Nitze's ceilings would also remain in effect until an 
overall appraisal had been made of our nuclear weapons posture . Hie new 
administration 4ras not going to make any precipitate moves but rather 
review, analyze, and redirect if necessary our national objectives, security 
policy, and strategy. Only after the decisions had been made on these 
objectives would the necessary changes be made on our force structure, 
military posture, and associated nuclear weapons stockpile and deployments. 



2. 



1. 



Deploy weapons in the U.S. without limit. 

Deploy no more than fljlBi weapons outside the U.S. 
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CHAPTER 18 

CUSTODY ACTIONS AND DEPLOYMENT AUTHORIZATIONS 

1969 - 1971 

l^mS' 1 1 I T] The question of custody of nuclear weapons arose again in 1969, 
this time not between DoD and AEC» but within Army Nike Hercules units 
in the United States. In 196 Ir operational requirements . for the air defense 
of CONU5 and Hawaii, as well as monetary and manpower advantages' led 
to the assignment of missions to Army National Guard air defense units. 
As of January 1969 there were 44 Army National Guard (ARNG) Nike 
Hercules batteries in CONUS. Six more constituted all the SAM units in 
Hawaii. These people were and are members of the state National Guard 
and manned the air defense sites on the same level as their counterparts 
in the active Army on some 52 other sites. 

l^t^liLH Because the ARNG was not considered a part of the DoD at the 
time that the DoD was given custody of nuclear weapons deployed with 
ARNG Nike H^^cules units in 1961, procedures were established for the 
maintenance of DoD custody of these weapons by the assignment of 
approximately six active members of the US Army to each ARNG Nike 
Hercules sit^ to control transfer, movement and access to the warhead* 
Accountability of the warhead was maintained by Active Army Account- 
able Officers of Army area commands in the same manner as they were 
maintained for Active Army units* A Federal chain of command was 
established for the control of nuclear weapons by placing the ARNG Nike 
Hercules units under continuous operational control of appropriate Active 
Army air defense commanders. Nuclear weapons could be released from 
Federal custody to ARNG units by designated Active Army air defense 
commanders, prior to their actual call to Federal active duty, in surprise 
attack situations, or upon declaration of Defense Condition I of Air Defense 
Emergency providing the National Guard crews and units were under the 
operational control of a Federal active duty air defense commander. 
Release could be accomplished by issuing properly authenticated orders to 
the ARNG unit commander and the Active Army custodians. 

On January 1, 1969, Public Law 90-486 changed the status of a 
National Guard technician so that a National Guard technician employed 
under provisions of the act "is an employee of the Department of the 
Army or Department of the Air Forces, as the case may be, and an 
employee of the United States. " Based on a JCS request on February 24, 
1969. the DoD drafted a memorandum for the President which requested 
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approval to transfer custody of Nike Hercules warheads from the Active 
Army custodians to the National Guard technicians on duty at the sites. 

On July 16, 1969. Deputy Secretary Packard requested that the 
JCS develop additional information on the proposed transfer of custody 
for Army National Guard Nike Hercules batteries. He specifically 
desired information on the annual monetary savings: improvements in 
operational procedures; arguments which could be used to substantiate 
that there would be no degradation in safety, security or control, and 
the possible impact on military operations and custody by the unioniza- 
tion of ARNG technicians. 

The JCS provided this information on October 23, 1969. Manpower 
and monetary savings would be approximately $2. 2 million, streamlining 
of operational procedures by standardization for all Air Defense units 
would result, standardized procedures would provide increased control 
by utilizing a single chain of command to authorize release of the arm 
plugs, and lyiibnization would not really be a problem since Section 7311, 
Title 5, U.S. Code prohibits federal employees from striking. 

(pWrD) Other major actions in 1969 concerned programs of cooperation 
for support' of non-US NATO nations with ADMs, 155mm Howitzer war- 
heads, and the J-ance missile system, and the FY 71 NWDCP iteration. 
These issues and some historical backgro\2nd are discussed below, 

ADM Program of Cooperation 

iSPKt)) The issue of ADM dispersals first arose in November 1963 
when the FY 63-64 Nuclear Weapons Dispersal Authorization (NSAM 305) 
was under consideration. Commenting on the plan, U. Alexis Johnson, 
then Deputy Under Secretary of State, wrote the Deputy Defense Secretary, 
Mr. Roswell Gilpatrick, that State "would reserve judgment on the pro- 
posed dispersal of Atomic Demolition Munitions." State at that time, 
however, was more concerned about the large increase in nuclear weapons 
dispersals for support of non-US Allied forces and did not pursue the 
matter further. The n umbe r of ADMs authorized for deployment to 
Europe had risen from^^Bto ^1 

iSpSViS) In May 1969, State concurred on the proposed FY 65-66 dis- 
persal plan but recommended that no additional shipments of ADMs 
be made to Europe pending the outcome of a forthcoming study. One 
week later, Mr. McNamara notified Mr. Husk that as of that date 
(May 24) he had deferred the shipment of additional ADMs to Europe. 
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He also noted that he expected the results of the ADM study and JC5 
recoxnxnendations by July of that year. The momenmzzi of shipments 
of AOMs to NATO Europe, already in progress* could not be halted, 
however, until some five weeks later when the number of ADMs in 
Europe was stabilized at weapons. 

CSFBR) The FY 65-66 dispersal plan (NSAM 334) was signed by the 
President oh June 1, 1965* In the forwarding memorandxxm for the 
Chairman, JCS, Mr. Vance included the following statement regarding 
ADMs: "Pending the completion of &e ADM studies now underway and 
the submission of farther recommendations to the President, the ship- 
ment of additional ADMs to Europe is deferred. The replacement of 
ADMs on a one- for -one basis in connection with maintenance or 
moderniz ation programs may continue. " This statement fixed a DoD 
ceiling of VBaDMs which could be deployed to NATO Europe. In 
the NSAM, the President noted that currently authorized area level 
of nuclear weapons to be stored in NATO Europe was adequate in 
numbers and^that any recommendation for significant increases would 
be made only on the basis of new circumstances. 

i^iP^^) In coordinating on the proposed FY 67-68 dispersal plant State 
and DoD agteed on an ADM ceiling for NATO Europe of weapons. 
This in effect raised the intermediate DoD ceiling to fll weapons. 
Although this ceiling was not specifically cited in the text of ^e FY 67-68 
plan (NSAM 364), the memorandum from Mr. Nitze, which forwarded 
the plan to the President on May 26, 1967, did state that there would 
be no change in the level of ADM dispersals in NATO Europe pending 
the outcome of current studies. Mr. Nitze also stated that there 
was no change in the number of weapons currently authorized for 
dispersal to NATO Europe fll^B in NSAM 334. 

(ffFi UJ In his memorandum for the President of March 9, 1968, 
forwarding the dispersal plan for FY 69, Mr. Nitze reiterated his 
statement of May 26, 1967, regarding ADMs. Nine months later, 
on December 20, 1968, the Nuclear Weapons Deployment Authoriza- 
tion for FY 1970- 1971 was sent to the White House. Mr. Nitze 
informed the President that "the proposed plan reflects no change in 
the number of Atomic Demolition Munitions (ADMs) on hand in Europe 
pending outcome of .studies on the matter. The subject of ADM employ- 
ment is under review, with consideration being given to development 
of a new, improved munition with better command and control features. " 




t£P5«r) On May 4, 1969, SACEUR submitted a request for an ADM 
Program of Cooperation to the Secretary of Defense. This was followed 
on July 31 by a JCS request to the Secretary of Defense to obtain 
approval for an ADM Program of Cooperation. On September 4, 1969, 
the Deputy Secretary of Defense replied to the JCS request that it would 
be necessary to defer a decision on this matter until NSSMs 64 and 65 
and the Theater Nuclear Forces DPM were completed. Two months 
later, Mr. Packard made the decision that DoD should go ahead and 
coordinate the program with State and AJEC, after which he would 
review the matter before sending it to die President. 

nrrirrr The proposed program was time-phrased with Phase I deploy- 
ments expected to begin in FY 71. Phase I consisted of the deployment 
of the full number of weapons in support of non-US NATO for ces in 
West Germany ^m^^^Pa partial deployment of weapons fllBHi 
mg^gi^P Phase II would commence after the completion of Phase I,, 
at which time it would be possible to consider the deployment of addi- 
tional weapons MI^HIHH^BHV ^^^^ ^® ^ complete 
Phase. I was somewhat indefinite, it was estimated at approximately 
three years from the date of approval in principle. 

CTfrnnt The projected deployment of ADMs as then conceived is shown 
below: 



TABLE XH 

PROGRAM OF ADM SUPPORT 



WeaponS 



Phase Total 



Country Supported /Country of 1. 5 

Storaee 



West Germany 
'est Germany 

*West Germany 
United Kingdom /West Germany 
West Germany/ West Germany 
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155mrn Howitzer Program of Cooperation 

tJmPI A program of Cooperation for support of non-US NATO nations 
with 155mm Howitzer nuclear weapons was first approved in principle 
by the President on August 30 > 1966. The Nuclear Weapons Dispersal 
Authorization for FY 1967-1968 (NSAM 364) authorized the depj^Y^ent 
offlHlSS Howitzer warheads to US units in West Germany, flVof 
which were planned for support of non-US NATO forces upon approval 
of a projected NSAM 143 request. 

{grt^rn The OoO proposed deployment authorization for FY 69 pre- 
delegated the dispersal authority for 155mm warheads to the Secretary 
of Defense subject to the specified requirements for command, control 
and custody. This pre-delegation was suggested by the White House 
staff in order to reduce the volume of separate dispersal authorizations 
required on a case-by-case basis by NSAM 143. The FY 69 deployment 
authorization (NSAM 370), issued on June 11, 1968. while authorizing 
the deployment of the fl^warheads to NATO Europe, stated that prior 
to making firm commitments to the NATO Allies for specific support 
of 153mm Howitzer units, the DoD should submit the proposed action 
for Presidential approval together with an evaluation of the utility of 
such support. 

{$^9^ The basis for the change by the White House was a statement 
made by Mr. Clifford at the NATO Ministerial Meeting of the Defense 
Planning Committee on May 10, 1968, wherein he cited pertinent 
ongoing studies and states: "... any judgment as to the need for the 
nature of additional nuclear artillery should be withheld until the studies 
I have mentioned have been completed." (NOTE: Mr. Clifford's re- 
mar kes were strongly influenced by his assistants for Systems Analysis 
and International Security Affairs who opposed any further increase of 
nuclear weapons in NATO Europe and used the "study routine" as a 
means of further delay. ) In view of that statement, the White House 
staff felt that pre-delegation of the dispersal authority was not appro- 
priate. The dispersal authority for FY 70 (NSAM 372) contained the 
same restriction as ^'SAM 370 since the 155nim Howitzer program of 
cooperation was not yet firm. 

The JCS NWDCP for TV 71 contained projected deployments 
for both ADMs and 135mm warheads in support of these programs of 
cooperation. As a result of meetings in November 1969 between the 

Joint Staff and the staffs of ATSD(AEl. .^DflSA) and ASD{SA), an 
OSD ceiling plan was developed which included the projected deploy- 
ments of ADMs and 155mrr. warheads. The deployment of 153mm 
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warheads in support of the allies would be time-phased similar to the 
ADM plan with a smaller ratio o£ weapons going to fHH^H^IHlV 

in the initial phase. The draft memorandiim for the President whirh 
would forwa.rd the plan, requested reauthorizatiiDn of the 155mm 
Howitzer Program of Cooperation and deployments, and authority for 
ADM deployments; contingent on Presidential approval of die projected 
ADM Program of Cooperation. 

1971 Nuclear Weapons Deployment Ceiling Plan 

p"imD) The OSD draft FY 1971 plan was essentially the same as the 
approved FY 1970 plan (NSAM 372) with the exception of the afore- 
mentioned 155mm Howitzer and ADM deployments and som e other 
changes which were minor. The plan proposed a ceiling of fli^^B wea- 
pons outside the US and continued t he c eiling of ^Hweapons in NATO 
Europe. There w as a reduction of MBweapons authorized for deploy- 
ment Mil^^l^B and an increase of Si weapons on Guam in anticipation 
of the denuclearisation C^^|^^BV withdrawal of all nuclear wea- 

pons CHUHIBB and their redeployment remained to be addressed 
in a separate action after decisions were made on force structure in 
the Pacific. Coordination with State and AEC had yet to be accomplished 
by the end of 1969. Preliminary indications were, however, that it 
would sail through relatively unscathed. State's concern with the 
politico -military situation ^I^IHjjll^lBHBiB been anticipated. 

Lance Program of Cooperation 

IM n The last major proposal in 1969 concerned the new Lance missile 
system. Three years prior, on July 8. 1966, the President had approved 
a program of cooperation for support of our NATO allies with the X^nce 
weapons system. The program, at that time, envisioned replacement 
of the allied Honest John Launchers on no more than a one-for-one basis. 
Warhead support would also consist of no more than a one-for-one replace 
ment of the Honest John warheads with X^ance warheads. 

jfc^rri TT) The development of the original Lance missile witii a range of 
75 kilometers and a nuclear and non-nuclear capability was cancelled 
by the Secretary of Defense on December 15, 1967. That decision was 
made in order to reorient the Lance development and go forward with 
an extended range Lance pCRL) missile system which was also under 
study. The XRL offered greater promise with a programmed range of 
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Howitzer weapons to Europe under the program of cooperation, although 
included in the plan, would not occur until country agreements were 
reached, custodial arrangements were concluded, and units and facilities 
were operitional. The inclusion of *«iditional ADMs into Europe 
reflected the first phase of the ADM program of cooperation, but actual 
deployment would be withheld pending Presidential approval of the pro- 
gram and fulfillment of all the requirements for support of non-US NATO 
forces. These increases would then be accomplished within the estab- 
lished NATO Europe ceiling oT^HI weapons. If approved, this plan 
-would authorize a ceiling of UBI weap ons to be deployedoutside 
CONUS in FY 71 as compared to ^BHB at end FY 70 an d ^HBat 
end FY 69. The requested afloat ceiling would be iBB compared to 
the end FY 70 total of and end FY 60 total offlB 

iiZf Dr. Kissinger notified the Secretary on February 20, 1970, that 
the President had approved the transfer of custody of nuclear weapons 
at National Guard Nike Hercules sites from Army active duty custodians 
to National Guard custodians who were employed by the Federal Govern- 
ment. He desired that implementation policy and instructions assure 
that standards of control then applying to Army active duty custodians 
were continued when custody was transferred to the National Guard 
technicians. 

□rnTT) On March 2, 1970, the Deputy Secretary of Defense notified 
the JCS that Presidential approval had been obtained for transferring 
the custody of nuclear weapons at National Guard Nike Hercules sites 
from active duty Army custodians to Army National Guard technicians. 
The transfer was subject to maintaining the same standards of control 
as were then applied to the active duty Army custodians. Implementation 
policy and guidance statements given the JCS are enumerated at Appendix 
F. 

pjrnnr On April 2, 1970. Secretary of Defense Laird requested Presidential 
approval in principle for the Lance program of cooperation which formally 
proposed the modernization of non-US NATO forces by replacing the Honest 
John and Sergeant systems with the Lance and was a revision of the pre- 
viously approved program of July 8» 1966. Ehie to substantial changes in 
the system such as a new warhead and a greater -range capability, it was 
deemed appropriate to submit the revised program for approval in principle. 

i^fifm) On April 11. 1970, Deputy Secretary Packard requested Presidential 
approval in principle for a program of cooperation for Atomic Demolition 
Munitions (ADMs). The proposed program anticipated more effective use 
of manpower and resources available to Allied Command Europe (ACE) by 



JOP-SECHET 



lOMEBRET 



140 kilometers than did the original Lance with the 75 kilometer range. 
At this time the US informed its NATO Allies that development of the 
Lance missile system had been halted due to technological difficulties, 
that a reappraisal of the system was being made, and that they would 
be notified when firm decisions had been made relative to the future 
system. The Lance missile and development then proceeded to the 
point that six US Lance battaUons were programmed to replace four 
divisional and five corps Honest John battalions and four Sergeant 
battaUons in Europe during CY 72-73^ A total of«H Lance ^^jh^eads 
would repUce I^Honest John and^i Sergeant warheads m NATO 
Europe when all US Lance units were fielded. 

prntJ) In response to a memorandum from Mr. Nitze in January 1969, 
the JCS submitted a revised Lance Program of Cooperation to OSD in 
October of the same year. The proposed program would permit re- 
pUcement of the allied Honest John and Sergeant systems and the 
retired UK Corporal units. Estimates of the number of Lance battalions 
which the allies would purchase ranged from 15 to 33. The number of 
Lance warheads for s upport of these units also varied in estimates 
between(^H and ^Hl^ 

By the close of 1969, the draft NWDCP for FY 71, the proposed 
155mm Program of Cooperation, and the ADM and Lance Programs of 
Cooperation had all been coordinated within DoD and were due to go to 
State and AEC for coordination and concurrences. Still outstanding 
also were the major decisions to be made on the national security 
studies which would affect our entire nuclear as well as conventional 
posture* 

l^ffi^ On January 20, 1970. the Deputy Secretary of Defense, in a 
memorandum to the President, requested approval of the JCS proposal 
to transfer custody of the Nike Hercules warheads from Active Army 
custodians to Army National Guard technicians. It was noted that 
approximately 280 Active Army personnel would be released for 
assignment to other duties which would realize a monetary savings 
of $2. 3 million annually and would also improve operational procedures. 

{J5HWr On February 6, 1970. the Deputy Secretary of Defense, in 
a memorandum to the President, requested approval of the NWDCP fcr 
FY 71. The main changes in this plan included a reduction oy^fwe-.- 
ponsfll^BI^HB an increase i n tot al weapons H^HI^BMB ^nd an 

increase of weapons on Guam byM The initial deployment of 155mm 
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the formation of non-US NATO ADM teams with attached US custodians. 
All weapons would be equipped with external combination lock- type PAI- 
devices prior to dispersal* be stored in approved storage sites and be 
under US custody and control procedures. It was realized, and so stated 
to the President, that ADMs could pose particular command and control 
problems stemming from the need to avoid pressures for premature 
transition from non-nuclear to nuclear conflict Txdxile providing for timely 
use of the munitions once the decision to employ them was made. To 
forestall undue pressures for early release the additional AOMs to be 
deployed would, like those already in the NATO area, be subject to the 
following US guidelines which had been provided to the NATO Military 
Committee, SHAPE and EUCOM: 

"a. Military plans will be so predicated that they do not depend 
on assured release of ADMs. 

"b. The physical positioning of ADMs, within deployment autixoriza- 
tions, may be planned as a military decision. However, when ADMs 
are positioned forward of the main battle position, provisions will 
be made for rapid evacuation in the event a political decision to use 
ADMs is not made in time to prevent potential military overrun. 

*'c. Planis for the emplacement and/or firing of ADMs should take 
into account the requirement to obtain first the approval of the 
national command authority. Such approval may be given for 
emplacement and firing together; or for emplacement only, fol- 
lowed by separate approval later for firing. 

"d. Custodial requirements will cease only after approval for 
firing has been given by the national command authority. " 

tTQUOT Deputy Secretary Packard forwarded additional information 
to Dr. Kissinger on April 16, 1970, answering some questions he had 
on the 135mm Howitzer Program of Cooperation. 

(XSKM) The President approved the NWDCP for FY 71 (NSDM 60) on 
May 9, 1970. He desired that the NATO ceiling be resubmitted with 
revised tables; total deployments outside the US would not exceed ^^^B 
plus the current ly p lanned NATO ceiling rather than the requested f^^H 
approval of the^HADMs to Europe was withheld pending Presidential 
decision on the ADM program of cooperation; ceilings ^^^H^were 
approved; provisions of NSAMs 143, 197 and 370 would continue to 
apply; and that all weapons ^^^^B were to be PAL-equipped by June 30, 
1970. Yield restrictions of NSAMs 143, 197 and 370 were also continued. 
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On June IZ, 1970, the JCS recommended to the Secretary of Defense 
that authorization be given to Air National Guard technicians in nuclear - 
equipped F*101 units to control the transfer and movement of, and access 
to, nuclear weapons and to maintain accountability for them. The JCS 
also recommended that the same authorization apply to the Air National 
Guard operation of the F-106 aircraft if and when assigned. JCS stated 
that approval would result in a net savings of three personnel per squadron, 
elimination of an active duty Air Force custodial detachment at each base, 
and the attendant administrative support. This action was a natural 
follow- on to Ibe Army Nike Hercules custody transfer of the previous 
year. Additional rationale to support their request was presented as 
follows: 

(§£B*) As a result of Program/ Budget Project 703, three Aero- 
space Defense Command active squadrons, equipped with F-101 
aircraft and the AIH-ZA (GENIE), were inactivated and their 
aircraft transferred to ANG units located at Bangor, Fargo and 
. Spokane, ^ach squadron had. 18 aircraft. These ANG units 
were then in training. It was estimated that the first unitf Bangor, 
would be operationally ready by late summer or early fall. Wea- 
pons were located at Bangor for a collocated active ADC F406 
squadron;" When the ANG unit was operationally ready, weapons 
would be made available, but would remain in the custody of active 
Air Force personnel until ^e change in policy was approved. The 
active. Air Force would have a 13-man custodial team located at 
each of the three ANG bases. These personnel (11 security police 
and 2 maintenance technicians) would maintain custody of the nuclear 
weapons by manning the entry control points and controlling access 
to the storage, alert and mass load areas, in addition to functioning 
as convoy commander when weapons were moved to and from the 
above areas. 

PS^ ADC maintained custody of the AIR-2A rocket at ANG organizations 

by: 

a. Assuring continuity and retention of federal control during 
storage, maintenance, delivery and ground alert. 

b. Maintaining control of the location of the rockets within the 
ANG complex. 



(U) The proposed change in policy would result in the improvement of 
operational procedures since the commander having the mission 
responsibility would then have control of &e total resources required 
to perform the assigned mission* thus* streamlining the command 
channel of responsibility. 

CJS»Ol On November 20, 1970, Deputy Secretary Packard delegated 
to the Joint Chiefs of Staff the authority given to the Secretary of Defense 
by the President, to increase approved deployment levels in NATO 
Europe when specified conditional deployments were made and to 
increase specified deployments in any theater up to 10 percent when 
necessary to meet contingencies. He also desired that he be informed 
of such actions, the reasons for these actions, and, in the case of 
contingencies, the expected date of restoration of the authorized leveL 

Secretary Laird notified the JCS on December 22, 1970, that the 
apparent savings on the Air National Guard transfer of custody proposal 
did not appe^^ sufficiently strong to warrant submission to the President 
and suggested a resubmission at a later time when it appeared that man- 
power and monetary savings would be more extensive. 

i^SffVO) January 16, 1971, Under Secretary of State Johnson, in a 
letter to Deputy Secretary Packard, requested consideration of some 
points that State had in regard to HHI^^Bc^eployments. Mr* Johnson 
said he would be reluctant to accept increases of deployments on foreign 
territory resulting from their removal would agree to 
additional tactical bombs flH^BI^^ ^ commensurate reduction in tactical 
ground support weapons were made, would encourage removal of all 
nuclear weaponsJ^^^HH^^H^and would discourage any increase of 
deployments MH^^^^H^^B <^ue to political reasons. 

U ^ i '11 i3 ) Mr. Packard replied to Mr. Johnson on February 9th by stating 
that Defense did not see any need for additional construction or deploy- 
ments ^I^^BBBBB discussed the increase of tactical bombs 
CH^B necessary to m aintain t he status quo due to loss of visibility 
and reserve stocks ^||||^B^^^|^pi^^^H^^^^^^^^I redistribution would 
partially compensate for the los^ 




(TTrn rn On March 3, 1971, Air Force Secretary Seamans requested 
Secretary of Defense approval of consolidation of facilities 
Specifically, the Air Force desired to combine all nuclear weapons 

and to remove all activities except WRM storage from 
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ffCrnp ^ Mr. Packard approved this request on March 30th and con- 
curred in the plan to construct a ^^^uclear weapon storage facility 



iSS£&A) On May 24, 1971, Mr. Packard forwarded the proposed deploy 
rrient plan for FY 72 to the President. The plan contained the following 
principal changes from the previous year: 

a. Reflected nuclear weapon re-basing required by 
^mmiby deploying m|additional tactical nuclear bombsl 
and simultaneously reducing Army deployments by (^Pw eapons * 
deploying ^^additional tactical nuclear bombs flHI^IB deploying 
f^l^dditional tactical nuclear bombs and ^additional ASW weapons 
^H^m^Hm^^ providing balanced reserve on Guam for support 
of forward areas fllHj^H^BaAd retaming weapons then storedf^ 
kto Hawaii or CONUS. 




b. Increased authorizations in NATO Europe from^BBto 
allow introduction of^PWALXXYE air -to -surface missiles and 
ADMs. 



c. Decreased deployments in the Atla ntic region bi 
removing ^pASW weapons from ^IHlHIi^^BH^H 

increasing byf^strategic bombs to Puerto Rico. 



eapons by 
and 




d. Increased afloat totals from H^B^o ^|0to take into considera< 
tion the scheduled deployments of POSEIDON missiles. 

JJ &rnD ) The President approved the NWDCP for FY 72 (NSDM 121) 
on July 21» 197l» with the exception of planned deployments 
He forbade additional tactical nuclear weapons deployments 
and desired that these weapons be deployed instead to US territory, 
possessions, or afloat in the Pacific theater or returned to CONVS. 
In addition* he requested that more information be included in the 
FY 73 plan such as deployments required in support of specified US 
and NATO contingency war plans and SI OP; regional threats in terms 
of numbers and types of targets, weapons, delivery forces available 
and objectives to be achieved by use of the weapons against the 
identified threat target systems; the US (CONUS and overseas) and 
allied nuclear delivery units in approved force plans be identified 
by unit types and numbers of delivery vehicles and delivery vehicle 
loading factors; and the rationale for signi&cant changes in overseas 
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deployznents requested for FY 73 or projected for FY 74. 

On August 17, 1971, Air Force Secretary Seaxnaas reques ted 
Secretary of Defense approval for construction of storage facilities 
^m^^^H^^^Bfor only weapons maintained ^J^^J ^sin ce the 
President did not approve tlie deployment of tl&e additioaal^B weapons 



[J^ I i i|l |1j In replying* Secretary Seamans, on September 3, 1971, Mr. 
Packard stated that he deemed it prudent to postpone construction of 

nuclear storage facilities 




(U) Effective November 3, 1971, the Defense Atomic Support Agency 
(DASA) was redesignated the Defense Nuclear Agency (DNA) by DoD 
Directive 5105.31. 



(9) The JCS resubmitted the Air National Guard proposal on December 7» 
1971, to the Secretary of Defense since, with the recently approved 
safety rules for ANG operation of the F- 101B/AIR>2A weapon system, 
inclusion of monitoring as well as custodial functions would result in 
an increase in the strengtii of active Air Force custodial detachments 
to an average of 17 personnel - four over the previously planned 
strength for each of the F- 101 units. The JCS stated that the annual 
support cost for the 100 active Air Force personnel would be $823, 000. 
The ANG assumption of custodial functions would require 50 technicians 
to augment the current authorization at an additional cost of $420, 000. 
Replacing 100 active Air Force personnel by 50 ANG technicians would 
result in a savings of approximately $403,000. The JCS further stated 
that an additional annual savings of $300, 000 and 40 manpower spaces 
could be realized when the ANG received four squadrons of F- 106 
aircraft by the end of FY 73. 
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CHAPTER 19 

POLITICAL DEVELOPMENTS AND DEPLOYMENT 
AUTHORIZATIONS 



1972 



^^ESPR^ Immediately upon the completion of President Nixon's 

Secretary Laird sent 

I for the purpose of providing him a current first- 

hand report on thT circumstances surround ing the security o f our nuclear 
weapons . His findings indicated that d^H^^^HHH^P conducted 
themselves well in their r elations with US personnel. Nuclear weapon 

storage was ^ is cussed IBH^HH^HHIUHHI^HiBBI^^^^^^^^B^ 

SB^^V^^^ cooperated tally with US security personnel by pr oviding base 
security outside US storage and aircraft areas unobtrusively. 

did not react overtly in any way to nuclear weapons movements 

In 

summary, close and friendly relations ^^^■■■■■^^^■^■P cootiaied 

and this relationship was not likely to change in the near future in the opinion 
of the Embassy staff as well as US military officials there. The personnel 
at the storage site were well trained and led and the storage facilities, while 
modest, were considered adequate from a security point of view. 

i^TT\ DT Hii January 31, 1972, the JCS submitted their final proposed Nuclear 
Weapons Deployment Plan for FY 1973 . The principal change to this plan was 
for increased POSEIDON missile deployments. 

UiFT^ I IJ The ATSD(AE) presented the deployment issues to Secretary Laird 
on the same- day. These issues and the ATSD(AE)'s recommended solutions 
were: 

a. Retain some nuclear weapons in Europe as MBFR "bargaining chips." 

b. Approve the JCS request for ^^Ptactical nuclear bombs 

c. Continue deployment o^^^pADMs to West Germany instead of the 

requested by the JCS primarily due to political and military 
u nde s ir ab ility . 



SESTPJCTED D ATA^ . 



Hold tactical nuclear bombs for US forces ^f/l/H/j^^fff^^^ 

present levels on the grounds that the JCS rationale did not adequately 
justify the slight increase. 

P ropos e maintaining current authoriz ation of strategic nuclear bombs 
At^^Bt JCS requested an increase to^lBbut the Secretary of Defense 
decision of October 16, 1970, deferred this request. 



TXT) Secretary Laird approved the ATSD(AE) recommendations on February 1, 
1972. 

J^Kt^ On March 27, 1972, the President was notified by Deputy Secretary 
Rush that all nuclear weapons had been ^'eR^oved^BUBHgpas of March 21 . 
1972, and also informed the President that there had been no public- reaction . 
to the shipments. This action was necessary 



(XS»©) As a result of the ATSD(AE)'s report 

Secretary i-aird, on March 27, 1972. issued guidance^to the Secretary of 
the Air Force and t^e Chairman, JCS, regarding nuclear operations 
^directing that: 



a. 



b. 



c . 



d. 



Nuclear weapon deployments MUBlBbe reduced gradually to no more 
thanflBby the end of CY 1972. If necessary, this number would be 
reduced further (as required by the weapons mix) so. that the number 
deployed would be no more than could be removed hy|||^|^^m||||mii 

under emergency .evacu ation condi tions. This reduction would stream- 
line nuclear operations f^^HIBso as to facilitate all emergency 
actions should any be required in the future. 

Plan to continue nuclear weapon storage flHH^IHHBHB although 
at a reduced level. It would be understood that future events may lead 
to total withdrawal of nuclear weapons fll^HHHB 

Plans for construction of a nuclear storage facility 
would be held in abeyance. 

The improvements t o the physical security of the nuclear storage area 
iHHHH^I^HP including sen sor installations , which had been 
postponed pending a fgg^gg^vfojild now be completed expeditiously. 



JJgrnPr On March 
his review of( 



31, 1972. Secretary Laird reported to the President that 

had been completed. Mr. Laird 



informed the President that he had directed the following actions: (1) gradual 
reduction in nuclear weapons deployments to about half the authorized limit 
BB^^B; (2) h olding in ab eyance plans for the construction of a nuclear 
storage facility ^■^^■■■■^■■■■IB and (3) the expeditious 
completion of modest improveme nts in the physical security of the nuclear 
storage area ■■■■■■^B Secretary Laird also informed the 
President that the reduction in the number of weapons deployed to^^^m 
while facilitating such eme rgency actions as migh t become necessary of 
weapons deployed forward ^|^BB^^^mP the SlOP strike plans /would 
be fully covered. It wa s also spec ifically stated that the removal of weapons 
should not be obvious t( 




XSEB*) On 9 Ivlay 1972. in response to requests for rationale of deployments 
and stockpile plans outlined in NSDMs 121 and 128, the Deputy Secretary 
forwarded a study on war plans information to the President. The study 
explained thlt to support the National Security Strategy of Realistic Deterrence , 
the DoD based nuclear weapons stockpile requirements on a real war-fighting 
capability: and deployed nuclear weapons to provide a credible perception ol 
resolve to use the weapons if necessary. General and contingency war plans 
provided a range of conventional and nuclear options within the limits of 
current force capabUities . The level and mix of nuclear warheads in the 
current stockpile was based upon the capability to engage and defeat a 
comprehensive target system while meeting material and budgeting constraints. 
The capabilities of our strategic offensive forces were integrated in the Single 
Integrated Operational Plan (SlOP) to provide for their most effective employ- 
ment against preplanned targets. The US stockpile of strategic 
warheads did not provide the capability to defeat the complete enemy target 
system, however, through the abUity to respond after absorbing a first strike, 
it provided, in conjunction with other force elements, a high confidence of 
deterring an all-out surprise attack. Plans for employment of nuclear 
weapons for tasks not incorporated into the SlOP were based on the assumption 
that early nuclear weapons employment would not be authorized except in 
response to an enemy nuclear attack or other most compelling circumstances. 
However, plans did include provisions for use of nuclear weapons at any 
stage of a conflict during which their employment could be justified from a 
military standpoint. As a result, the stockpile provided a range of capa- 
bilities that permits nuclear responses appropriate to a wide variety of 
situations. Projection of future stockpUe needs in view of an expanding 
and increasingly complex target system was recommended. 

(IS5«T The study then developed in more detaU five specific categories of 
discussion. These categories and main comments were: 
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a. Strategic Offensive Weapons — which discussed targeting, weapons 
application and expected damage related to the SIOP. It also included 
discussion on recovery and reconstitution of the strategic bomber force, 
other contingencies involving these forces, a summary of the characteristics 
of the strategic weapons stockpile and indications of current force loading. 

b. Strateeic Defensive Weapons summarized current capabilities in 
terms of types and yields of warheads, numbers of delivery vehicles and - 
vehicle load factors . 

c. Theater Nuclear Weapons "-Europe described the current relation- 
ships of the SIOP to NATO^s theater nuclear strike forces, suzxunarized 
key elements of SACEUR's General Strike Plain relative to the attack of 
fixed targets and described the targeting concept in SAC EUR' s Regional 
Defense Plan for application against non-fixed targets. It further identified 
the princmal shortcomings in the quality of the current tactical nuclear 
weapons stockpiles The quantity of weapons allocated to CINCEUR in FY 1972 
was compared with SACEUR's estimates of weapons requirements and included 
a summary of changes in nuclear weapon deployments proposed in FY 1973 for 
NATO Europe. 

d. Theater Nuclear Weapons --Atlantic -- summarized nuclear weapons 
requirements for the region related to the SIOP, support for SACEX7R and 
support for the execution of otiier contingencies. It described general purpose 
naval force nuclear weapon requirements for conflict -at -sea in both the 
Atlantic and Pacific and indicated overall stockpile coxx^osition and force 
loading for nuclear antisubmarine and naval surface-to-air warheads. 

e. Theater Nuclear Weapons — Pacific -- dealt with weapons requirements 
for SIOP and other strategic commitments in the Pacific region and Willi the 
single contingency in Asia requiring the largest probable expenditure of 
nuclear weapons . It also summarized principal changes proposed for nuclear 
deployments in the Pacific in FY 1973. 

jJgrnD^ Deputy Secretary Rush forwarded the FY 1973 Nuclear Weapons 
Deployment Plan to the President for approval on May 11, 197Z. Significant 
changes from the previous year were listed as follows: 

^mi^HBmmimim^mi^B review of o ther require ments , 

Westpac deployments would decrease frbm^^lP in FY 72 to ^BBfor 

FY 73. 

b. A decrease in NATO Europe of fl^B in FY 72 to^^B in FY 73 resulting 
from withdrawal of^Btactical bombs from US forces in Germany, 
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c. 



introduction o£^|HH^^^||^HBH^^Bair craft previously 
supported by US bombs, and withdrawal of Honest John and Sergeant 
missiles in conjunction with the planned introduction of the Lance for 
US forces . 

Atlantic deployments would be reduced byH^^weapons due to termi- 
nation of SAC operations at RameyAFB, Puerto R ico , (Rhombs) and 
deactivation of the Boxnarc system (S warheads) 



d. Increase of weapons afloat fromj 
Poseidon missile deployments. 



which reflected additional 




The President approved the NWDCP for FY 1973 (NSDM 178) on 
July 18, 1972. He stipulated that deployment of 155mm projectiles for 
support of non-US NATO units would be accompanied by a corresponding 
reduction in the authorization for these weapons with US forces in West Germany; 
that the Secretary of Defense determine at the appropriate time whether 
deployments in support of the ADM program of cooperation be accompanied 
by corresponding increases in the total number of these weapons in NATO 
Europe; that PAL's be installed on all the remaining nuclear weapons! 
^^^^ not included under NSDM 60; and that all nuclear weapons 
be PAL equipped. He also requested &at, for the FY 74 plan, a rationale 
be provided for any significant changes in overseas or afloat deployments 
including a discussion of military objectives and capabilities ejected by such 
changes in the deployments and that a total deployment program and schedule 
be shown for the weapon systems requested to be deployed in support of US 
or allied forces during this period. 

On September 13, 1972, Secretary Laird requested Presidential approval 
of the proposal to transfer custody to the Air National Guard. 

f^) Dr. Kissinger notified the Secretary of Defense on October 24, 1972. 
that the President approved the transfer of custody of nuclear weapons to 
Air National Guard units equipped with F-IOIB or F-106 aircraft and 
AIR-ZA/W25 GENIE nuclear weapons. The President also eacpressed the 
desire that izx^lementing instructions and policy statements assure that 
standards of control required of Air Force active duty custodians were 
equally applicable to ANG technicians having custody of nuclear weapons. 

^ One week later, Deputy Secretary Rush notified the JCS that Presidential 

approval had been obtained for the transfer of custody to the Air National 
Guard and attached the policy and guidance statements for implementing the 
transfer. These statements are enumerated in Appendix G. 
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U']TT^if) In late November, after joint preparation by the Defense and 
State Department' staffs , a joint memorandum to the President was forwarded 
summarizing the political and military impact of removal of nuclear weapons 
mH^|HHHB This memorandum was based on the premise that the US 
commitme nt 




may at some time make it necessary to consider withdrawal of our nuclear 
weapons. It was noted that neither State nor Defense advocated the removal 
"of our weapons ^^HH^^^V at that time. The paper examined the military 
and political factors associated with such a decision in the context of pro- 
grammed force deployments and existing policy. guidance. Contents of the 
paper follow: 




"Authority has existed for the deployment of nuclear weapons 
since mid- 19 57. Actual deployment of nuclear weapons first occurred in 
January 1958 (for the nuclear -armed Matador cruise missile). Hie first 
nuclear bombs we;: e deployed ^^^^Hl early in I960. Today only tactical 
nuclear bombs are stored 

"The authorized level isH^bombs; however, in March of this year the 
Secretary of Defense directed that these be reduced gradually to flVby the 
end of this calendar year in order to improve our ability to control tibese 
weapons if required; for instance, we would be able to remove all of our 
weapons IIHIHlHIIHIHi^^^H^^HHB^^HiBt or we be 
for more rapid emergency disablement (or destruction) of our weapons. 
On February 19, 1972, the Secretary of Defense directed that PAL's 
(electromechanical locking devices) be installed by the end of this calendar 
year on all nuclear weapons stored ^^^H^I^Hj^^mjUjjl^H as a means of 
providing additional protection. Other steps are being taken to increase 
the physical security of our nuclear storage area flHHHS^H^^B 

"For some years the US had maintained a continuous 24 hour n uclear alert 

recently with two and sometimes with four H^I^^BB 
On February 18, 1972, these aircraft were withdrawn to augment 

^H^^V was notified Ijef ore these aircraft were redeployed and was 
informed that they will be returned dHIBB The aircraft have not 
yet resumed QRA status but are expected to do so in the near future at no 
higher level than previously. You recently approved ^HHI^HBP deploy- 
ment plan for end FY 73 which includes continued deployment of four SIOP 
alert 
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"Warfiehting Considerations 

"Four SIOP sorties are planned to be launched with 
^mUm These forces form a very small portion of the US nuclear forces 
currently targeted in the SIOP against|^|H[^H||^^HiHI and thus 
it can be said that they play o nly a relati vely minor role in attacking the 
^I^HBBthreat. If these HB^HI our weapons were removed, we 
might redeploy them during periods of crisis, assuming this right is main- 
tained, or we might assign these four sorties to aircraft carriers, Polaris 
submarines, or B.52< s IHHHBHIH^B Therefore. decUions con- 
cerning nuclear weapons^^BHBWsho^ildbebased primarily on considerations 
other than the function of these weapons in the SIOP. 

"Beyond the SIOP, contingency plans relating to the defens^ 
as well as the overall theater general war plan, 

In fact, there are 159 contingency tareet^e. 

port facilit ies, ai rfields, POL" and other mili tary target s) l^^BB^W which 
land -based^HlB can reach only from bases ^^H^I^V 

"Of course;.;, the precise number of these targets that would be struck depends 
upon the situation at the time and the particular planning option selected. 
Also, as in the SIOP, if aircraft and weapons were removed they could be 
redeployed in time of crisis* or other weapons systems might be substituted. 





"Forward Basing 

"With 




(We also have weapons stored on Guam, but o nly the longer range B-52's 
can reach the flHBI^HH^^^^^^^^HlHB Redeployment of the relatively 

small number of weapons 

poses no great logistic problem. In terms of military capabilities, however, 
a significant consideration is the contraction of forward storage options. Our 
forward base structure IH^^^^^H^^^^^HHUHI^HV permits 
armed aircraft launched. from these areas, together with car rier aircraft 
and strategic bombers from 




with strategi c bom bers from CONUS or sea -based missiles which might appear 
ambiguous 



"U we were denied storage ^HHBM^^^*^ storage rights there 
have been subjected to increased uncertainty in the last few months), we 
would be left with ^^H^^jM«M^asfor^ar^|M^^ sites . 

The potential ixx3portanceof^^^^^^||BH^^^B'H|^^^^^V^^^^^ 

would then increase. Tlxe remov al of nuclea r weapons 

these circumstances would leavegi^BB forward storage and would 
degrade our capability for tactical nuclear res ponse in areas other than 
I^PB However, if reentry rights fBHHMwere negotiated and if these 
were honored in a crisis, we could redeploy our weapons if a situation 
developed requiring such redeployments . 



"Credibility 

"To the extent they are known or are assumed to be present, our nuclear 
deployments^l^j^Hi enhance the credibility, both to AUies and adver^ 
saries, of our capability and wUl to stand by our commitments . The vi sibmty 
of these weapons and, their associated quick reaction aircraft, 

' are likely to have more specific meaning to |||||||||||| 

l longer ranee B»52's on Guam or missile submarines in the Pacific. 
In addition, these weapons and aircraft contribute to our total posture of 
deterrence elsewhere in Asia. It should be recogn ized, however, that these 

weapons _ 

Nevertheless , their deterre nt effect may not be diminished greatly inasmuch 

as ^HH^HIHHHHH^H^H^Hil^^^^HijHjjU^B^^®^ 

available US nuclear capabilities are considered. 



' Pos sibilrty of Seizure 



"Another consideration is the possible seizure of our weapons 
The US recently has taken steps to increase the physical security in our 
nuclear storage area &^^^^^^HH^P recent evaluations have con- 
cluded that the ^HHH^H^^^^^HHHP ^ order 
tightly controlled and that an attempt at seizure of our weapons i s remot e 
except in the unlikely event that such a move was directed by the^ 




irobably arc every bit as secure from seizure as are 
our weapons in other foreign countries. 



1U3 



governments. It is clear, therefore, that the focus of our planning should be 
on the timing, conditions and order of withdrawal fj^mmBIHlHili^HB 
l^mi^^l^^l although we should not foreclose the possibility of a con- 
tinued presence for an extended period of time if tensions in the area fail to 
diminish . 

"Imoact of Removal -I 



our nuclear capability ^IHIil^HHIB prov ides visib le 

evidence of our support. Regardless of the rationale usedt ^^t/j^^^oald 
view the removal of US nuclear weapons (and they would surely become 
quickly aware of it) as a severe blow, and as a significant manifestation of 
a weakening US commitment. This decision would be more upsetting to them, 
for example , than would the removal ^iB^m^HP support forc es for the 
(BIHHiB latter are not related directly to t he defense 

Nevertheless* eventual removal of t^e weapons is a step ^jflj^lP may now 
foresee . 

** There was no ^H^|^|Breaction to several changes during the past year 

in the number of weapons in storage as opp o sed to the ir active interest in 
the redeployment of the.^||^H^^^^^^^HHHHimi|9 In the latte r 

instance, a reaction was not unexpected, since we notified Ai^^lB prior 
to the redeployment of these aircraft. No notice, of course, is givenfljjB 
^IIB^^ nuclear weapon movements and we do not know how detailed 

their knowledge is of our weapon storage levels. 



"It is likely that ^H^^H| interest in the aircraft stems from the relation- 
ship of fimill^Hlllf^^lHI^^Hill^B although it is most certainly 
understood that two aircraft on nuclear alert would not, by themselves , be 
decisive in preventing ^mHI^^I^^^I^HjjjK Nevertheless, it is 
probable that flB|^f^sees the aircraft as representative of the full range 
of US support should 
problem.' 
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"A further critical factor in terms of impact on ^I^^B wouldb^h^^ 
advance notice provided before the weapons were removed. ^HBIB^ 
has been, and probably will continue to be, very resilient in its ability 
to adapt to changes in the international environment. Given 12 to 18 months 
notice of an impending withdrawal, it would very probably be able to adapt 
both, its domestic and foreign positions to such an eventuality. 

-uRemoval on short notice would, on the other hand, severely shake ^P^^^B 
We should nevertheless consider that advance notice could increase the 
danger impaction to prevent removal of ^e weapons. 



'■Over the years 




!r, the presence of 
nuclear weapons has not been exi^hasized pronouncem ents . Thus , 

although ^li^^P has made it clear that US military presence ^HHHH 

of relations with the US, it is not clear 

from past history that the presence of nuclear weapons constitutes a particu- 
larly odious component of the US military presence. Rathe r , it is largely 
the physical presence of US forces and installations 




"The political impact^|^lHHB the withdrawal of nuclear weapons 
H^m^depends to some extent on other moves we may m ake in our force 
deployments ^H^^^^H^^H^B^^^t.^:^^ whole^^^^^^^^HjUPwere apparently 
satisfied with US state me ntsflB^^^^^I^B^Hli^lj^^Vconcerning US force 
reduct ions because they established a trend toward an outcome preferred by 
^l^mHB^HimBB^^^ probably react to future US action or inaction in 
terms of whether these reinforce or reverse movement toward that ultimate 
objective. We can probably anticipate a degree of flexibilityon^ 
timing; e.g., mhhh^^m ^^.^ pressing us to reduce forces 4l^^|^^Ba>t 
a time when our 
reductions. When 



' would rule out any significant 
Bpermifc, however, and particularly 
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some significant reductions in forces not directly related to the defense 




units as the 
is unlikely 
period 



expect removal of su< 
C-130 squadrons as a consequence of ai 
to be satisfied with this alone over a two to tiiree 
as evidence of US intentions 
^mi^^^mP In this respect the nuclear weapons could play- an importa.nt 
role . Their removal f^H^HBI ^ step flB^BlB is likely to recogn ize 
quickly, might well constitute a sufficient siqiplement to ^I^^HiliBI^B 
withdrawals to meet (HHHI minimum expectation that reductions be both 
public enough (C-130's) and substantial enough (nuclear weapons) to confirm 
that the trend d|||HBIH^^^HHHH^HIIHIHB 

However, one might consider using the witiidrawal of n uclear weapons as 
either an explicit or impliclt|H^^^H^^^^^^^^^H^^^mp action. In ful- 
filling ourl^^^Bm^mi^l^^^^m^^^^^^^^P the pros 
withdrawing nuclear weapons also will have to be wieighed against those of 
the withdrawal of other units with substazitial tiieater -support fdnctions, i.e. t 
communications and intelligence. 



'Other Nations 



"To the extent that removal of nuclear weapons IPHIHIi^P became known 
to other nations in the area, the political impact would probably be some- 
what mixed. The assessment of our move would probably be less severe 
if it were obvious C^^^I^^I^P been shocked by it. While welcome 

as a manifestation of further fllHIH^I^IHiii^ll^Him^B^^ move would 
to some extent lessen the credibility of US commitments For 
example, flHIHHjj^B^B ^S^^ more difficult to deal with on the issue of 
nuclear storage in their country. Although i mil i ilml ^^B^B hiii ii mi 1 1 
there would probably be no significant impact B^HI^^^I ^^^^^^^^^^^ ®' 
military arrangements. ^^I^BH^B while uneasy concerning the future 
military status (H|HIB would probably not find it difficult to accept tihe 
withdrawal of US nuclear weapoDsJj^^^^^f^Baslong as it were not coupled 
to a wholesale US withdrawal ■■^^^^^^^^■■■l area. " 
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CHAPTER 20 

DEVELOPMENT AND DEPLOYMENT AUTHORIZATIONS 

1973-1975 



i(PS} The Pr esident approved, on 7 Febr uary 1973 , the proposal that the 
SIOP -tasked fll^BiHH^Ii^HHIHV ^hen aircraft availabilities per- 
mitted and desired to be informed of the contemplated timing for the. 
return of these aircraft. 

X'iTn TT| During a March 1973 security visit to some NATO installations, 
Senators Pastor e and Baker questioned the storage of nuclear depth bombs 
m^l^^^^^mBIIB^^B specifically, their question dealt with possible 
usefulness versus apparent vulnerability. The Senators had been told &at 
the U.S. Navy aircraft which would use these weapons were based. at. 
Jacksonville, Florida, and they questioned whether it might be more 
practical for these ai rcraft to fly with their own weapons rather than having 
them stored m^^m^miB They also questioned » in a broader sense, 
their difficulty in conceiving a wartime scenario whereby the Russians 
would allow slow prope ller driven aircraft to search out tbeir submarines 
in the wate: 



( Jfirri 'fl) On 16 May 73, Deputy Secretary Clements informed Dr. Kissinger 
that worldwide SH^^^HB assets continued to be fully committed in 

Southeast Asia and he therefore could not present a definite date for resump- 
tion of the SIOP alert. He also stated that the requirement for SIOP alert 
^imHBi'emained valid and that Dr. Kissinger would be advised when firm 
dates became available. 



tJTrn T>) On 8 June 1973. Deputy Secretary Clements forwarded the request 
for approval of the FY 1974 nuclear weapons deployment plan. Specifically 
addressed in this memorandum were differences from the previous plan 
which were; 



a. The autho rization for NATO Europe would be decreased from^^^vin 
FY 1973 tof^Hin FY 1974. Detailed information included a net decrease 
in missiles deployed in West Germany on the Honest John /Sergeant swap for 
Lance and the reduction of tactical bombs ^^^HB because of an uncertainty 
concerning the date that the unit would become operational and assume a 
nuclear role. 
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b. Overall deployments in Westpac would increase from HHP i'^^H^^^ 
to m^Pin FY 1974. Specifically, a reduction of Intact ica^ombs f^^^^B 

in light of revised Westpac force projections, deployment §HBB^P'^°^^^ 
remain at tactical bombs for flexibUity in the event of a crisis in Asia, 
strategic bombs in Guam would increase by H ma inly for smaller yield 
strategic bombs to be used in limited attack options and an increase of 
■kuclear depth bombs to improve Navy ASW flexibility. 

~ c. Atlantic deployments wo uld be reduced by |^p ending completion of 
detailed arrangements with the fl^BiHiiHVs^°'^8« • 

d. Authorization of weapons afloat would increase from '^liin FY 1973 
to fliVin FY 1974. This reflected the continued deployment of additional 
warheads in the new Poseidon missiles. 

e. The proposed plan would authorize a total deployment ofjMIPweapons 
outside the Unit ed State s at the end of FY 1974 as opposed to fl^V at the end 
of FY 1973 andlBj^B^or end FY 1972. The plan would also authorize the 
conditional deployment of up to ^Oadditional weapons outside the U.S. 

for various contingencies --an increase of from FY 1973. 

f. Secretary Laird's intention to extend PAL controls to all nuclear 
weapons on ^^^^IHHi^l^^lllHI^^^^IHBi^B^^^ 

^SfiRD^ The President approved the NWDCP for FY 1974 on 18 July 1973 

(NSDM 226). He stipulated that deployments of 1 55mm projectiles for support 
of non-US NATO units would be accompanied by a corresponding reduction in 
the authorization for these weapons with US forces in West Germany: that 
the Secretary of Defense would recommend whether ADM deployments in 
support of the program of cooperation be accompanied by corresponding 
increases in the total number of these weapons in NATO Europe; that PAL 
devices would continue to be installed in all weapons deployed to NATO Europe 
It PALs would continue to be placed on all weapons deployed in 

that PALs would be placed on all ASW weapons deployed 
the end of FY 74; and that replacement of tactical bombs 
deployed^^^^^^HH^HBH^ith PAL- equipped bombs by the end of CY 1974 
or as soon thereafter as procurement of such bombs permitted, 

•fTCriir) On 24 August 1973. the JCS requeste d a c hange in the deploym ent 
authority due to a security problem at 

storage site. It was determined that , J 




^■ulnerable to intruders and dissidents. The ICS requested authority to 
deployJpASW warheads from ^H^HBH^BBBoriajTinter irr. basis while 
retaining deployment authority for the warheads ^^HHH^^H^^P 

(J7rD T>t On 27 September 1973. Secretary Schlesinger approved the JCS 
request and also requested that he be informed of recommendations con- 
cerning fl^^BHB when the worldwide security review was completed. 

^SFPiI^f On 3 Novemb er 1973, Secre tary Schlesinger replied to Senator 
Pastore concerning the (BHHHB 9u^st ions . Hestated that the two 
basic reasons for forward -basing A5W weapons flH^l^pwere that the 
weapons must be prepositioned near the waters in which their use was 
anticipated and that they were for support of allied forces with whom we 
have appropriate progr ams of coop eration. Additional rationale to support 
these reasons follow. ^^^HHB ^"d forward deployed US aircraft could 
make immediate use of the nuclear and nonnuclear weapons ^^^^H^^H^HI 
Patrol a ire raft would deploy from the US with conventional loads and then 
onload nuclear ASW weapons at fllH^^HH the situation escalated to 
nuclear operations. The site is the only peacetime storage site close to 




/NATO force s fully expect to have air 
superiority and control of air spaces over this ^H^^Hj^Bflghter /Inter- 
ceptor squadrons based^pH^^^mmP and USAF fighter /interceptor 
squadrons based fl^HH would provide air control and ASW unit protection. 

(iSS*W) On 20 June 1974. the President, by NSDM 25 8, approved the request 
.of the Secretary of Defense to change the nuclear weapon yield constraint 
imposed by NSAM 143 and modified by XSAM 199. The yield provisions were 
amended to accommodate B61-2 and B61-3 tactical nuclear bomb support of 
non-US NATO fo rces . The yield of bombs provided to non-US NATO forces 
shall not exceed UPkT. 

(J ■ I " CT^ On t he same day . t he President approved in principle the programs 
of cooperationflBH^BB the Federal Republic of Germany to develop 
and support B43 , B57 and B61-2/B61-3 nuclear bomb delivery capabilities 
with the Multi-Role Combat Aircraft (MRCA). The President also approved 
in principle programs of cooperation which would add B61-2/B61-3 nuclear 
bomb suppor t to those existing programs ^^g^^^^f the Federal Republic 

Germany.MHHBHHHIiiBlliMBlHi^^hB already 
with the B28. B43 and B57 nuclear bombs- 



^iFn^) All weapons were removed J 



on 18 Julv 1974, 
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(5ES»D) The JCS notified the Secretary of Defe nse on 7 Octob er 1974 that 
their examination of the deployment posture at fH^lBI^B reaffir med^ 
th e milita ry justification for forward -deployed nuclear ASW weapons HH 

Hand recommended that all such weapons be consolidated 
The JCS rationale was presented as follows: 

a. fl^H^^B^^^ been noncontroversial from a political and security 
standpoint and was located in proximity to the area cf operations . Ample 
storage space was available for the additional weapons. 




b. ^BHB^^ ^® weapons were earmarked fori 
and the consolidation would only involve an intracountry move. 



fuse 



c. If 
be airlifted from 
aircraft arrived. 



was maintained in a contingency status. B57s could 
and returned to the site by the time delivery 
It could also be utilized as a divert field. 




d. SH^mp could absorb the increased inventory without increasing 

th e number of su pport and security personnel. All of the US security forces 
at ^|^^|^H0 could be reassigned. Some weapons technicians would still 
be required at. MIHI^HIB maintain security and support equipment. 

IJfifTO) The next day, the President approved the NWDCP for FY 1975 
(NSDM Z74). He stipulated that actual deployments against the authorizations 
would be controlled by the Secretary of Defense and be in accordance with 
Public Law 93-365 (the Nunn Amendment): deployments of 155mm projectiles 
for support of non-US NATO units would be accompanied by a corresponding 
reduction in the authorization for these weapons with US forces in West 
Germany: that the Secretary of Defense recommend at an appropriate time 
whether ADM deployments in support of the program of cooperation be 
accompanied by corresponding increases in the total number of these weapons 
in NATO Europe: and that deployment of IBtactical bombs^|^^^BB 
^BaSW warheads to ^^^^ under conditions of 
advanced readiness be accompanied by a corresponding reduction in the 
authorization for these weapons in Guam. He also approved retaining excess 
Honest John and Sergeant warheads in-theater but directed that they be iden- 
tified as special deployments rather than included under the authority for 
unforeseen crises. He stated that except as necessary to comply with the 
provisions of Public Law 93-365, these warheads would remain in-theater 
unless their redeployment was approved by the President. The President 
further directed that his approval be obtained before removing weapons from 
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76-77 authorization reque st for Europe was set at the ceiling estab- 
lished by P L 93-36 5 of weapons . Identification of possib le weapons 
reduction offlBHifor FY 76 in £urope* which included tKH^^or Option III 
in MBFR and an additionald^in FY 77 to account for reduced military 
requireme nts, w ere addresse d with the objective of reaching levels in 
Europe of (^Bpin FY 76 andUHHIin FY 77. Tlie proposed reductions 
were based on; 

a. Replacement of Honest John and Sergeant with the more survivable 
and flexible Lance SSM on a less than one*for-one basis. 

b. Replacement of some fixed yield bombs with selectable yield bombs 
which were more suitable to the European environment. 

c. Readjustment of load factors of nuclear air defense weapons to have 
more nonnuclear missiles on alert. 

*^ 

d. Withdrawal to CONU5 of those weapons intended for dual-based 
forces and some of the less critical weapons held in reserve by the theater 
commander for battlefield use. 

e. O verall deploy ment s in Westpac would decrease from ^^Bin FY 75 
to 00 in FY 76 and fl0in F Y 77 . 

f. Atlantic deployments would be reduced fromf^^in FY 75 to^^^in 

FY 76 and FY 77. 

g. A uthorizations of weapons afloat would decrease from^|^Pin FY 75 
to d|in FY 76 but increase slightly in FY 77 to 0K 

h. The proposed plan would authorize a total deployment of ^H^Bin 
FY 76 and 10^0 in FY 77. 

JffT On April 30, 1975, the Deputy Assistant to the President for National 
Security Affairs in a memorandum to the Military Assistant to the Secretary 
of Defense stated that the President had directed that, until further notice, 
there will be no withdrawal of United States forces or nuclear weapons from 
overseas areas without his expressed approval. 

iTTrp D) In accordance with General Wickham's request for a list of the 
Force Actions and Nuclear Actions that were immediately affected by 
General Scowcroft's April 30 memorandum, the ATSD(A£) on May 9. sub- 
mitted the following information to the ASD(ISA) for incorporation into an 
information memorandum to the Secretary of Defense* 
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that yield restrictions of NSAM 143 as modified by NSAMs 197 and 
370 and NSDM 25 8 continue to apply; that PALi de vices continue to be main- 
tained on all -weapons deployed to NATO Europe. ^Bj^BBBB Hand on a ll 
PAL-equipped weapons ^HII^I^IIHR that those weapons flllBB 
H^HH^B PAL devices be replaced with PAL-equipped weapons 
by the end of FY 1976; that deployment of weapons to (H|^HIHHB 
held in abe yance pending further review; and that any plan to deploy weapons 
to^UmUflbe submitted to him for approval. The President additionally 
desired that future annual deployment authorization requests include plans 
for two fiscal years . 



(J'SmT>) Durin g December 1974, all non-PAL weapons were rem oved from 
m^m^B ^nd only BB^^^^^c^^ bombs remained at IHH^^^I^HI 

(U) The Atomic Energy Commission was abolished on January 19, 1975, 
and reestablished as the Energy Research and Development Administration 
(ERDA). The AEC s Division of Regulation became the Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission on the same date. 



(JSFft©) On ZO January 1975, the Secretary of Defense was briefed on the 
FY76-77 Deployment Authorization P lan. The Secre tary decided upon the 
removal of all nuclear weapons ^^o^^||[^^B^IBB c^i'^Y 76 but 
authorized conditional deployments as follows: 

a. Up tol^tactical nuclear bombs for advanced readiness. 

. b. Up to Bf tactical nuclear bombs for temporary offload of ships 

when required for emergency reasons. 

c. Up to 01 AAW/ASW for temporary offload of ships when required 
for emergency reasons and for advanced readiness of ASW operations 
(^Bwarheads) . 

(-WRD) At the same time, the Secretary of Defense deferred a decision on 
the ^^^^BH issue until Navy studies addressing the rationale and 
inventory needs for AAW and ASW weapons had been completed. 

(,TSFi? H On 16 April 1975. the Secretary of Defense submitted the FY 1976 
and FY 1977 Nuclear Weapons Deployment Plan to the President. It was 
noted that the plan incorporated many changes resulting from a rigorous 
internal reexamination of deployments in the context of revised military 
planning, the restructuring and modernization of military forces, the Nunn 
Amendment (PL 93-365) and ongoing MBFR negotiations. Therefore, the 
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-Action. 



high-yield tactical bombs, excess to 



USCINCEUR's needs, were to be returned to CONUS. Action currently 
on a hold due to political sensitivities . 



- Impact . None. 

- Recommendation . No movement until Presidential approval of 
FY 76-77 Deployment Plan and consultation with USCINCEUK. 

"e. Alaska 

- Action . ^H^l^tactical bombs .^tf 15 5mzn AFAPs . andH^NIKE 
HERCULES warheads are to be returned to CONUS for storage by end FY 73. 

- Impact ■ Removal of these weapons from Alaska would achieve 
cost and manpower savings and eliminate certain security problems. 

- Recommendation . These weapons are not listed in the Deployment 
Plan as an overseas deployment. This should therefore be accon^lished 

and treated as<a CONUS move." 

On May 23. 1975. General Scowcroft notified General Wickham that 
his verbal request to remove^|older theater nuclear weapons from Guam 

for retirement had been approved. 

ii» General Scowcroft notified the Secretary of Defense on 30 June 1975 
that the President had authorized continuation of the FY 75 deployments 
pending his decision on the FY 76 plan. 



*a. Guam 

- Action . In accordance with the Presidentially approved FY 75 
Nuclear ^ Veap ons Deployment Authorization and FY 75-77 Nuclear Weapons 
Stockpile.fli HONEST JOHN warheads and||MADM are to be returned to 
CONUS by end FY 75 for retirement. 

- Impact . No operational impact. Retention in Guam post FY 75 
would require an administrative change to the FY 75-77 stockpile. ERDA's 
retirement schedule could be affected. 

- R e comme ndation . We should continue with this move or seek 
Presidential approval to extend these deployments. 

"b. flBHiB 

- Action . It had been planned to withdraw all remaining tactical 
nuclear bombs fromm^HIHlIB early FY 76, upon Presidential 
approval of- FY 76-77 Deployment Plan. Significant cost savings would accrue. 

- Impact . Short-term delay would have negligible effect. Long-ter m 
delay or a Presidential requirement to retain nuclear weapons at ^HHHI 

would require major security improvements (approximately $1 million 
construction costs) and continued OSiM. CINCPAC has no operational require- 
ment for these weapons past FY 75. 

- R ecomme ndation . Short-term delay has a negligible financial 
effect and no movement is planned pending Presidential approval of the 
FY 76-77 Deplo\Tnent Plan. We recommend withdrawal in FY 76 upon 
Presidential approval. 

"c. FRO 

-Action. flHl PERSHING warheads are currently scheduled for 
return to CONUS by end FY 7 5 for retirement. 

- Impact . No operational impact. Stockpile authorization change 
required. 

- Recommendation . We should place these warheads in the Special 
Deployment authorization for possible use in MBFR negotiations. 



CHAPTER 21 



DEVELOPMENTS AND DEPLOYMENT AUTHORIZATIONS 

1975-1977 



(XS— PRIT) On 16 July 1975, NSDM 3 00 was issued which gave Presidential 
approv al to th e FY 76 and FY 77 deployment plan. Approved ceilings 
were: fl^^Bfor Western Europe: ^Bfor the Atlantic: flHI^or the 
Pacific ; ^^HB afloat for FY 76 and^H afloat for FY 77. Authorira- • 
tions for ^mi^^^jj^l^m^^^^B would remain at the current levels. 
Approval of the SAC EUR Reserve concept was withheld pending receipt 
and review of an analysis of its political and military implications. 
MBFR e^ccess in the NATO Guidelines Area (NGA) would be retained* 
The President also requested rationale for the proposed reductions and 
revised deployment tables reflecting this KSDM decision. 



(U) The Secretary of Defense forwarded the rationale and revised 
deployment tables to the President on 1 August 1975. 

(5— ^ncn In a message to U5CINCEUR dated 15 August 1975, the 
Joint Chiefs of S taff appr oved the conditional deployment o£i 
Lance warheads 

CS-FftB) On 16 August 1975, the Joint Chiefs of Staff, in a message, 
directed that pl anning be initi ated to consolidate ASW nuclear weapons 
fromC 

CJ fi ^ P. n ) By memorandum to the Secretary of Defense dated 10 September 
1975, the ATSD(AE) outlined the rati onale for reductions in the 
numbers of forward deployed nuclear weapons that were identified 
based on military requirements, peacetime security of these weapons 
and economic considerations. The general rationale presented .was 
as follows: 

Pacific. 



o Otli I llD ) Remove the remaining i^uc lea r weapons from 

but retain the storage facilities for contingency redeploy- 
ments. There is no longer a requirement for these tactical bombs in a 
SIOP role. Strategic assets have assumed the role previously held by 
these land'based tactical bombs. Carrier nuclear forces are available 
to provide a backup capaoility. 
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o i^00pfCD) Reduce the authoriza tion of nuclear weapons 
Ifrom the currentflHto 



- Air delivered nuclear bomb requirements have been 
reduced iroznUBto flBas CINCPAC no longer maintained a SLOP 
c ommitment. 



- Reduce Army weapons from 01 to by deleting all 
diatomic demolition munitions (ADM), reducing tactical missile 
warheads (^Honest John tofl|and M^^rgeant tofb reducing M 
Nike Hercul es nu cle ar w arheads to fl| and reducing artillery nuclear 
rounds from to flB 



NATO. 

i^^^S) Reduce a limited number of nuclear weapons deployed 
in Europe ootside the NATO Guidelines Area (no MBFR implications ) 
as follows: 

o Eventually remove all nuclear air defense weapons from 
mH^I^^^I^^IHI Nuclear warheads Hfl^HflP^c^e demoted and 

replaced with conventional rounds during ^mj^^H^^mmimmi 

They c ontinue to be held in storage thus requiring US custodial and 
security forces. 

o The nuclear storage sites in 
are believed by many in Congress to be vulnerable to overrun in a 
war or takeover in a coup. Aside from this political pressure, it 
was recognized that their military utility, in the current deployment 
posture was questionable. 

o Remove ^^^^^^H||^|||||^BI|^|VHP^'^^ bombs that 
no longer in SACEUR's Strike Plans plus^^other bombs that were 
designated for restrike or replacement of losses. These weapons were 
solely in support of US forces and had no Program of Cooperation 
implications. This action would reduce bombs for US forc es ^^HHHB 
from to im^HBP bombs remain HHHmiHHHHBV Air 

Force requirements under SACEUR's strike plans. 



o fil mm Remove ^pnuclear depth bombs stored ashore 
The Chairman JCS supported a Secretary of Defense decision 
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LS^ rp n ) The USCINCEUR, by JCS message, was requested to complete 
a snidy on a proposed reduction of nuclear warheads for Xike Hercules 
^I^H^^HIH^H^^V Options of this study were to encompass the 
following: 

a. No reduction in Nike Hercules warhead depIo\ments. 

b. Twenty- five, 30, and 75 percent reductions in. nuclear 
capable batteries per battalion equivalent with the batteries affected 
retaining conventional posture. 

c. Twenty, SO, and 80 percent reductions in nuclear loading 
factor per nuclear capable Nike Hercules battery. 

^ rilD) In a 16 December 1973 memorandum to the Director, Joint 
Staff, the ATSD(AE) authorized removal of remaining Honest John 
warheads ^^I^^^B This action was authorized since the NSC staff 
had determined that modernization programs having no effect on 
MBFR negotiations were not subject to the "freeze" indicated by 
N5DM 300 and could therefore be completed. 

(S^ftf») USCINCEUR replied to the Joint Chiefs of Staff on 19 December 
1975 regarding the Nike Hercules review. The reply referred to a 
SAC EUR assessment which presented no information indicating 
military justification for introducing gaps by completely withdrawing 
the Nike Hercules system, eliminating the nuclear component, or 
thinning out the system. The SAC EUR study indicates that a reduc- 
tion to a standard load of ten warheads per US battery might be 
acceptable althougn the adjustment could create some element of risk. 
The main concern was that political reaction to US unilateral reduc- 
tion could be counterproductive in the current modernization dialogue 
and would be viewed as a clear sign of weakening US resolve in the 
face of economic pressures. 

fU) In January 1976» it was decided that the FY 1977/78 Nuclear Weapon 
Deployment Plan would be forwarded to the Defense Review Panel (DRP) 
Working Croup for discussion. 

f XS raO ' ) By JCSM 20-76 dated 19 January 1976, the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff submitted their site-by-site review of nuclear weapons storage 
sites, identified candidate sites for consolidation and closure and 
provided related information on personnel requirements relating to 
the storage sites in NATO Europe. The proposed reductions are 



that these could be redeployed to COKUS. They wer^ecaine^ 
country for possible use as bargaining chips in flj^^^^^^^^H 

rights negotiations and their removal would be part of the final 
package upon completion of these negotiations. 

United Kingdom. (S FRD) The British h ad been informed o f 
the Secretary of Defens e dire ction to consolidate! ^^^^^^^ 
mm^^^m^mH^HB other . weapons at ^H^^^HB 

consolidation was not affected by the NSDM 300 freeze. 

j;g-fTrn7 The Joint Chiefs of Staff directed, by a 13 November 1975 
message, execution of consolidation plans to relocate the ASW 

f rom sm^HHIHHi^^^^^BB 

CT7 riVF?) By JCSM-422-75, dated 4 December 1975, the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff forwarded their proposed FY 1977 and FY 1978 Nuclear Weapon 
Deployment Plan to the Secretary of Defense. The proposed deploy- 
ment levels w^re: 



Authorized 



Proposed 



1976 



1977 



1977 



1978 




Europe 
Atlantic 
Pacific 
Afloat 
TOTAL 

Note: Proposed levels resulted from a JCS reevaluation of 
deployments based on the posture necessary to support 
operational requirements in the context of "today's environ- 
ment. " MBFR Option ill, reconsideration of Nike Hercules 
reductions^^^^HIHHiBB^^^ significant reductions 
within NATO were also addressed. 





working group level after February 18 with a meeting of the principals 
in either late February or early March 1976. 

(U) On March 22, 1976, the FY 1977/1978 Plan was transmitted by the 
NSC staff to the Secretaries of State and Defense and the Chairman, 
Joint Chiefs of Staff, requesting final agency concurrence. 

(U) Department of Defense concurrence was forwarded to the Assistant 
to the President for National Security Affairs on 3 April 1976 by the 
Military Assistant to the Secretary of Defense. 

A C • rtlD) By JCSM- 127-76, dated 5 April 1976, the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
recommended to the Secretary of Defense that Presidential approval, 
be sought to remove the ^PASW weapons stored The rationale 

for this request was that there were indications tiiat afB^^^^ 

^mmiiiimn^mHii^mmmimfiip would be rati^ed to 

completion of US/UK negotiations on increasing storage at 
If these weapons were not removed prior to ratification, 
would have legitimate cause for complaint. 

.tf^fif The Deputy ATSD(AE) provided an interim reply to the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff on 21 April 1976 concerning site consolidation. He reaf&rmed 
that NATO site closures were dependent upon consultation, which he 
noted had been slow; that OSD M&RA and PAScE, as well as ATSD(A£) 
and JCS, had been working since November 1975 on the problem. He 
informed the JCS that site consolidation issues had previously been 
addressed in the April 1975 *'Nunn Report" and the 19 December 1973 
study, "Improving the Effectiveness of NATO's Theater Nuclear Forces* 
He further stated that it was being recommended that the Secretary of 
Defense address this issue at the 19th Nuclear Planning Group meeting 
in June 1976. 

" {& rilD) In a memorandum to the Military Assistant to the Secretary of 
Defense dated 3 May 1976, the Deputy ATSD(AE) provided a point paper 
on proposed' reductions The points made were: 

-- Th e FY 1977-1978 Deployment Plan proposed that, from a 
total of ^^^nuclear weapons then authorized ^|||^^|^|^^pweapons 

be incrementally withdrawn, leaving ||0warheads at the end of 

FY 1977. Types to be withdrawn would include nuclear artillery, 
surface-to-surface and surface-to-air missiles, atomic demolition 
munitions, and tactical bombs. 



The rationale presented for this withdrawal 



was 
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suminarized as follows: 



CONUS 
Alaska 

Hawaii 
Guam 

Puerto Rico 



1 Jan 7S 



Pres cnt Propo s ed 



SUBTOTAL 




SUB TOTAL. 




United Kingdom 
SUBTOTAL 




SUB TOTAL 



TOTALS 




-^-Includes 48 Nike Kercules sites in central Europe.^ 

On 27 January 1976, Presidential Advisor Scowcroft informed the 
Secretary of Defense that the President had approved an additional IB 
Poseidon reentry vehicles for 

iU) A proposed deploiTnent plan package was forwarded to OASDflSA) 
on February 1976 with the request that it be furnished to die DRP 
working group. The ATSD(A£} also requested discussions at the 
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Would carrv 




as appropriate, whether located in CINCl_--NT's or 
USCINCEUR's area of responsibility. 

FPiFt-) On May 25, 1976» the President's National Security Advisor 
forwarded the FY 1977/1978 Deployment Plan to the NSC Defense 
Review Panel with the recommendatioii' that it be fonvarded to the 
President without an NSC meeting; and that there had been general 
agre emen t that it would be inadvisable to withdraw weapons from 
that time. 

rilft) In a 7 June 1976 memorandum to the Director • Joint Staff, 
the Deputy ATSD(A£) authorized the ICS to store afloat or at a 
temporary location in CONUS the |p ASW weapons then stored 
^I^B The Joint Staff was also informed that the actual relocation 
date would not exceed beyond a reasonable time (2 to 4 weeks j after 
^IBH^Bi^^Hli^B entered into force and that the United Kingdom 
would restrict movements during the tourist season thereby pre- 
cluding consolidation atH^H^^^I^^^ after September 1976. 

RD') In a message on 21 June 1976, the Joint C hiefs o f Staff 
authorized the removal of the^^depth bombs from ^|^^|^ temporary 
storage afloat. The message also stated that^j^^mpSAS site 
would be maintained as a contingency site to support ASW operations 
under advanced readiness conditions. 

f^S rUO) The President approved the Nuclear .Weapons Deployment 
Authorization Plan for FY 1977 and FY 1978 by National Security 
Decision Memorandum 332, dated 7 July 1976, which also extended 
the FV 1976 deployment authority of NSDM 300 through the FY 1976 
transition quarter. Authorized deployment levels by region and 
afloat were: 



FV 1977 



FY 197S 



Europe 
Atlantic 
Pacific 
Afloat 





In addition, the loUowing restrictions were enumerated: 

'would be removed. 



All nuclear weapons deployed 

16S 



o From a military viewpoint, an approximate balance existed 
between opposing forces 



was not ancicipated: that 
aircraft^^l^B '^^^^ ^° longer SIOP committed; that greater opera- 
tional emphasis should be made on integrating strategic^ tactical, 
land and sea based systems similar to that occurring in NATO; that 
withdrawal of some of the older, more obsolete systems, e* g. , 
Sergeant and Honest John, would be permitted; Nike Hercules (con- 
ventional only) was being transferred toflHI^B th^t the capa- 
bility existed for a rapid insertion of additional nuclear weapons, 
e. g. , airlift from Guam, if necessary. 

o Political considerations were, congressional concern over 
the large number of forward deployed nuclear weapons worldwide and 
the threat of international terrorism or host-country takeover; weapons 
were for employment by U5 forces only;H^m||^^P did not know the 
quantity of nuclear weapons; that the nuclear weapons being reduced 
were not the'Tmore Wsible delivery systems; and tiia t movem ent of 
weapons can occur on an incremental basis without ^^HB knowledge 
of the extent of transfer. 



(jy rni>) By National Security Decision Memorandum 328 dated 4 May 
1976, National Security Advisor Scowcroft notified the Secretary of 
Defense that the President had approved modifications of the US 

■^■■■■■■■■■■■■■■■■■■■■IK. "^^^ 

modifications would provide improved survivability of the forces com- 
mitted to the General Strike Plan and allow for some reduction in 
tactical aircraft requirements for targeting against fixed targets in 
the G5P, thus making such aircraft fully available for other theater 
operations. Specifically, the United States: 



S 



NSDM 3 32. The site at 
until ongoing negotiations with' 




would not be closed 
were comDleted. 



Cx rim) At the same time, the Secretary of Defense transmitted a 
message to SACEUR requesting his personal views of t he KATO 
site consolidations in JCSM-20-76 as well as the one at^ 
FRC» supporting US forces in Europe. He also requested S AC EUR' s 
views on the feasibility of further consoUdation/ closures ini 



rnrt) The joint Chiefs of Staff, in a 7 December 1976 message, 
notified concerned commands of the Se cretary's 10 November 1976 
site closure decisions. Closure of thelHI^^^HI^^psite would . 
be dependent upon a reduction of tactical bomb deploy ment authoriz a- 
tions allowing proper storage of all tactical bombs at^HHl^H 

^fj^) On 18 December 1976, the Secretary of Defense was informed by a 
memorandumlrom National Security Advisor Scowcroft that the President 
had decided to delay the planned withdrawal of the Sergea nt Missile 
Battalion, including its warheads, equipment, and troops 
until fu r the rj.no tic e. 

(J S - rR.g ) On 3 January 1977, the ATSD(AE) informed the Director, 
Joint Staff, of the President's decision to delay withdrawal of the 
Sergeant missile battaLion|||H^HHiB Therefore, the Sergeant 
warheads scheduled for withdrawal at that time would be retained 
for the present. 

j^ln a letter to General Haig, dated 17 January 1977, the Secretary 
oi Defense suggested delaying the closure of seven Central Region 
SAS sites originally identified by the JCS. He also suggested that 
it might be timely to examine the entire site consolidation issue in 
light of the current maldeployments in the Central Region and in 
consideration of the survivability and security of nuclear weapons 
currently deployed as well as those to be deployed as part of the 
theater nuclear force {TNF) modern ization program. The Secretary 
also agreed that^^Bi^^lH^^BV weapons redeployment proposals, 
due to site security ^'ulnerabilities, be delayed due to political 
sensiti\'ities. 



(Jj rnPT^ii 17 February 1977, the Deputy ATSD(AE) informed the 
Director, Joint Staff that the State Department had agreed to the 
withdrawal of all remainme nuclear weaoons from 
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All nuclear weapons deployed to NATO Zurope, 
^■^^^^^m^^^H^^^Hi would have Permissive Action Link 
(PAD dex'ices- installed. 



Reductions in 
coordination with the Department oi State. 



would be accomplished in 



Prior to the initial weapons withdrawal 
Department of State would be informed. 



the 



The. special deployment category for MBFR would be retained. 



(j^^D) On 19 July 1976, all weapons stored at 
removed without incident. 



were 



iSAmSif^^ In a guidance memorandum dated 21 July 1976 to the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff relating to the FY 1977/FY 1978 deployment plan, the 
Secretary of Defense directed an early coordinated, effort to withdraw 
an initial ^Hnuclear weapons from 



fTI rVkTf] The ATSD(AE) was advised by the Vice Director. Join t Staff, 
on 28 S^ptem^er 1976. that the CINCPAC plan forfl^BHBBB re- 
deployment was then under development, that a 1 December 1976 
sealift movement would be cost effective, and requested that coordina- 
tion be obtained from the State Department. 



On 1 OctoDer 1976, Department of State concurre nce w as 
requested for the removal of weapons by sealift from 
in a letter to the Director, Bureau oi Politico-Military Affairs from 
:he Deputy ATSD(A£). 



fifi»-^ft^ The Secretary oi Deier.se concurred in the closing of 2-3 
storage sites in his memorandurr. to the Joint Chiefs of Staff on 
10 November 197c. Additional guidance from the Secretary is 
briefly stated herewith. Further reductions in NATO sites might be 
possible iollowing NATO discussions on possible thinning of nuclear 
capable Nike Hercules. MBFR Option ill and CINC EUR/ SACEUR 
Dep lovable Reserve would be held in aoeyance pending outcome of 
ongoing negotiations and future decisions. Action should be initiated, 
however, to effect closure oi the sites at Concord and Seal Beach, 
California; Barbers Point and Lualuaiie, Hawaii: and^ 

in the time frame specified by JCSM-20-76. 
v.-culd be retained to support deplovTnent levels specified in 
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(U) J^e Secretary' of Defense requested the change to the approved 
Fi' 1977-1978 Deployment Authorization in a memorandun to the Assistant 
to the President for National Securit>' Affairs on 18 March 1977. 

LSH®) The FY 1977- 19*^8 Nuclear Weapons Deplovment Authoriza tion 
^fleeted a reduction of bombs in sup^jort of US forces in WtKKKt 
(^B^Bhad been removed in 1975 and the remaining flwere scheduled 
for removal during FY 1977. The State Department disagreed with the 
proposed withdrawal stating that such a decision s hould be deferred 
until. Congress considered the proposed flBlBIBDefense Cooperation 
Agreement and its status on Capitol Hill became clearer. As a result, ■ 
the Military Assistant to the Secretar>' of Defense infoimed the Assistant 
to the President for National Security .^fairs on 26 March 1977 that the 
withdrawal of the 0 bombs would be held in abeyance. 

Approval was given on 31 March 1977 to change the FY 1977 and 
FY 1978 deployment authorization reflecting the delayed B61 delivery 
in support of non-US NATO squadrons. The Director, Joint Staff was 
notified of this approval by a Deputy ATSD(AE) memorandum dated 20 April 
1977 , 

Oil 14^pril 1977, State concurrence was again received to with- 
draw the remaining weapons from fllHHHlj^B The Deput>' ATSD(A£) 
infonned the Director, Joint Staff of this concurrence on the same day. 

CJSJ=iW) The Director, Joint Staff informed the A TSDCAE) on 26 Ap ril 1977 
that all nuclear weapons had been withdrawn from flAHBlHHf^by 

airlift on 25 April 1977 as scheduled. The Deputy ATSD(AE) provided 
confirmation of this to the State Department on 27 April 1977. 

CS^W^^ a result of the decision to reduce forces and nuclear weapons 
VHHHB 5!!^ Chairman, JCS requested Secretarv' of Defense approval, on 
14 July 1977, to initiate withdrawal of weapons by removing IBtactical 
bombs by 51 October 1977. This action would permit consolidation of the 
remaining air-delivered weapons ^■■^■■and c losur e of theflHHB 
site. The Chairman also stated that the remaining §Hi bombs would be 
withdrawn during the Januar>--Jime 1980 time period. 

The Secretar>' of Defense approved the JCS request to withdraw 
the initial ^ tactical bombs f rom provided such drawdoi^n com- 

menced after 26 July 197" which was the established date of the securitv 
consultative meeting. 

4SH») In an l^ueu^l^^essage, the JCS approved the withdrawal of 
^^^^^^^MHHH|Hi[^B wheir subsequent relocation to 

^■■^^HBi United Kingdom. This action was a previ ously ap proved 
conditional weapons deployment to support deplox-ment of 
to the United Kingdom. 



on or about 1 March 1977. 

f1 run) General Haig, by a 25 February 1977 letter to Secretary 
Brown* acknowledged former Secretary Rumsfeld's 17 January 
letter and informed the new Secretary that development of the terms 
of reference as well as the US position for a storage site assessment 
to determine optimum storage locations in the Central Region^^lB 
im^were underway. He also stated that, upon completion of this 
effort and if politically opportune, separate requests would be made 
to the governments oi^^H|^B^m||^0to discuss possible site 
restructuring within those countries. 

i^^KV) On 1 March 1977, the Deputy ATSD(AE) forwarded a proposed 
FY 1977- 1978 Deployment Plan change to the State Department request- 
ing their concurrence. The chance was beine made partly due to delays 
in ERDA's delivery of Bol bombs due to past funding problems and 
part ly due to SAC EUR 's desire to retain a >"ield spectrum including 
.the ^^^Bcu'rrently provided by the BS7, The result of this action 
would chanj^c thb overall aeploymeni authori zatio ns in Europe to 
for rV l^'7 (-fli and remain at tJio ^^Hfigure for FY 78 



(££ fRB) Also on 1 March 1977, the Director, Joint Staff informed 
the ATSD(AE) that CINCPAC had scheduled a 7 March airlift to 
withdraw the remaining weapons from tfHIHjHI^B and requested 
that the State Department be informed of the schedule withdrawal 
date. 



(U) The State Department was informed of the Joint Staff request 
by ATSD(AE) letter of 2 March 1977. 

ijl rnrn The united States Ambassador to ^^mjj^mp objected 
to the 7 March withdrawal date due to political considerations. 

Therefore, as a result of a 4 March ATSD(AE) request, the JCS 
informed CINCPAC that the 7 March mission should be cancelled 
and that it would be rescheduled at a later date. 



(U) The State D.epartment - incurred in tht- proposed European deploy- 
mem ihanecs m & 4 Marcn l^Tl letter t:- the? ATSD(AEi. 



Mari ne weaptms would be left which could cover Army contingencies and 
IB^^ weapons would remain at Anderson AFB. 



(^SSS^ The Director, JoiJit Staff informe d the ATSDTAE) on 9 Septem ber 
1977 that, due to the collocation of the HHHPHHHBHBHB 
dHBB suppo rt weapons were also consolidated reducing the nianber 
of storage sites ■fllHB^^o"* ^ 

(U) The Secretary approved the FY 1978-1979 plan on 10 September except 
for some conditional deployioent authorization requests. 

I^FBPj Following this approval , the ATSD(AE) forwarded the revised 
plan to State on 14 September 1977 requesting departmental concurrence. 
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LSK©^ The Chaiman, JCS infonned the Secreian' of Defense on 22 August 
1977. that, based on H" 1977 . deplovTner.t authorizations . IB ground force 
weapons were being withdrauTi flHI^IB prior to 1 October 15"". The 
Chairman also requested approval to withdraw the remaining 114 ground 
force weapons during October -December 1977. The Secretary of Defense 
approved this proposal on 23 August 1977. 

gSFRD) The ATSDfAE) forwarded the proposed FY 1978-1979 Nuclear Weappns 
Deplovment Plan to the Secretar)" of Defense on 9 September 1977. Major . 
features addressed in this plan called for: 

Maintaining the current warhead levels in the XATD Guidelines 
Area (NGA) to protect the warhead offer under Option III of MBFR. 

Requesting approval in principle to initiate a supplemental 
plan to replace excess Honest John warhe ads in the NATO Guidelines 
Area CNGA) (expected to be in excess of 01 warheads by end Ft ~S1 , 
for which deliver>' systems were not available, by more operationally 
useful weapons to the extent such warheads were available- Tliis would 
not only improve the current X.ATO milita^^ posture, but could also 
enhance the negotiating value of t he ^^Bt warhead offer in NIBFR Option II 
Prior notification of the XATO allies to inform them of this approach 
would be desirable. 

Loading of all eight US Lance units with ^Bwarheads pending 
future main missile purchase by the FRG. The plan contained conditional 
deploNinents for the FRG should additional main missile purchases be made 

and would be drawn in equal amounts from warheads for conditional deploy- 
ments in support of US units. The deploment of an enhanced radiation 
warhead for Lance would not be required to meet the deployment levels in 
this plan. Assuming approval by the President for production of this 
warhead, however, their subsequent deplo>Tnent to .N.ATO was envisioned. 

-- Retaining Nike Hercules warheads in the FRG pending settlement 
of details regarding thinning out of nuclear Nike Hercules. .Adjustments 
for Nike Hercules could be integrated into the supplemental plan' for 
dealing with the excess Honest Johns if appropriate. 

Withdrawal of vv^rheads d^HHin accordance with the DoD 
plan subm itte d in response to PD/NSC 12. A reduction of nearly '55 
percent warheads including ^ air-delivered weapons) by e nd Ft' 1S"S 
and an additional ^Pwarheads withdrawn in P\ 19"9 would leave air- 
delivered weapons scheduled for removal in FY 19S0. 

Withdrawal of all .krnry warheads from Guam. The limited 

benefit of retaining these weapons forward deployed while the deliven* 
forces were being withdrawn to CONIIS would not be offs et bv the cost of 
improving and maintaining storage facilities in Guam. t^H^I^HV 
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TOTAL STOCKPILE (BY FISCAL YEAR) 
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(SFRD) Over rhe years, the custody of nu clea r weapons has shifted from 

percent AEC tESDA) control in 1950 to^ppercent control by the Defense 
Department. The table below shows deployments and stockpile totals for 
the initial year, peak year and end fiscal year 1977. 



TABLE XIII 



US DEPLOYMENTS AND STOCKPIIE FOR 
INITIAL, PEAK AND END FISCAL YEAR 1977 YEARS 



Initial (Year) 



Peak (Year) 



End FY 1977 




Total Deployed (1951) 
r:ATO Europe Support ^H(1960) 
Pacific Support ^0(1951) 
Total Stockpile 13 (1947) 

y 

(U) Detailed figures are illustrated in the appendices. Graphic illustra* 
tions. plot these figures in the tables following this page. 



(1967) 
(1971) 
(1967) 
31.723 (1967) 




Table 



Illustration 



XIV 

>:v 



Total stockpile from 194^ through 30 September 1977. 

NATO Europe deployments from 1954 through 30 September 
1977 showing total, non-US support and US support. 



>rw*a 



Central Region NATO Europe total from 1961 through 
]C September 1977. 



>r;b 



NATO Europe total from 1961 through 
30 September 1977. 



>:vi 



Pacific ashore deployments from 1961 through 30 September 
1977 showing total and country totals. 



XVII 



XVIII 



Atlantic ashore deployments from 1961 through 30 September 
1977 showing total and country totals. 

Afloat deployments from 1961 through 30 September 1977 
showing total and area totals. 
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TABLE XVa 



NATO EUROPE DEPLOYMENTS 
CENTRAL REGION 




SECRETED 



1 73 




TABLE 



DEPLOYMENTS IN NATO EUROPE 

NUMBER OF END FISCAL YEAR TOTALS 

WEAPONS 




1953 1955 1957 1959 1961 19E3 1965 1967 1969 1971 19n 1975 1977 
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TABLE XVIII 



AFLOAT DEPLOYMENTS 

END FISCAL YEARS 



TOTAL 



ATLANTIC 
J 



MEDtTERRANEAN 



IH1 



17 



71 



73 



71 



71 
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TABLE XVII 
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ATLANTIC ASHORE DEPLOYMENTS 

END FISCAL YEAR TOTAL 




7. iteBoranda for Chainaan. MLC 

from Secretary of Navy IB Sep 19A7 

from Chief of Staff, U.S. Army 16 Oct 19A7 

from Chief of Staff, U. S.,Air Force 31 Oct 1947 

All indicate general concurrence vlth MLC prepoaals of 4 September 
1947 and request formal views of AEC. 

8. Letter to Chairman. AEC, from Chairman. MLC 12 Nov 1947 

Transmits views, as expressed in memoranda listed above, on desir- 
ability of transfer of custody. Requests formal views of AEC. No 
formal reply received. 

9. Memorandum to Chairman. AEC. from Chairman. MLC 16 Dee 1947 

Transmits copies of correspondence between MLC and .the three Depart- 
ments regarding delivery of atomic weapons to the Armed Forces. 
Incloses also a presentation of the views of the MLC. 

10. Memorandum to Secretary of Defense from 11 Mar 1948 

Chairman. MLC 

Incloses AEC staff study on technical considerations together with 
a sumary of MLC views. KLC reconmends that "the Secretary of Defense 
recommend to the President that the responsibility for stockpile and 
surveillance of atomic weapons, with necessary assistance from the 
AEC, be assigned to the Armed Forces without delay." 

U. Joint AEC-MLC Meeting at Sandia Base 26-27 May 1948 

A statement of points of understanding was prepared in preliminary 
fashion for further consideration at a subsequent meeting. 

12. Memorandum to Chairman. AEC, from 14 Jun 1948 
Chairman. MLC 

Proposes transfer of custody, urging that AEC join the Secretary of 
Defense In reconmendlng to the President the transfer of custody and 
submitting a draft of a proposed letter to the President. 

13. Meeting in Office of Secretary of Defense 30 Jun 1948 
(Present were Secretary of Defense; Secretary 

of Army; Chairman, MLC; Chairman, RDB; Chief,. 
AFSVP; 5 AEC Cotmaissioners) 

It was generally understood that the President should decide the 
issue and that the AEC would present a parallel paper to the 
President when the Secretary of Defense requests a decision. 
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I. 



3. 



Atopic Ei»>,»gv Aet nf 

^'''"'^*^c"'SS^r2^.'J^''JX''- Of th. M.„tatc„ Project 



31 Dec 1946 



Executi ve Ord«r Qfli<^ 

the Manhectan Project would hT7^ weapons and parts re»Blaln« from 
provided that Acr 11%^ ^ * transferred to the aec "T"*"*"^ ^™ 
t-K- A . could deliver fla«i««-kw further 

the Armed Forces m the interHts oJ °' ^P««« to 

of the President. «"«»ts of National Defense at the direction 

weapon, developi^nt In coordlnetJ^i i^rt^HJ 



5. 



6. 



i.n part "I anticipate rhii«. • -•-"'^«8e oases the letter 

llJ^"" P-'^-ident, he wilTJLe,^\^««/^e .natter has been revi^^ed 
bomb parts will be wholly wirM„ lu number of bombs and 

Which are charged with'th^^\1o\:^:^^^^^^^^^^ -^c"' 



Joint AEC-Mt c MeeMnf^ . 



At both meetings the MLr , 

transferring custody of stock^i^^ indicated the desirability of 
Defense. No decisions reacSeS''* I>epartment of ' 



4 Sep 1947 



Military Uai'son Committee r*n« 

When ready for stockpile be del^!!; J """^^ weapons 

the AFSWP assume custody of we«I^r^ ^^'^ ForcesPtSat 

responsibility for storLe ^^2 ^.!^ «o delivered and assuiie 

from the a£C. »urvelUance with technlcrassistance 
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20. "Report on Future Storage Requirencnts for Atomic I Feb 1950 
Weapons" 

This report, prepared by a worlcing group of a subconoittee of the 
MLC and approved by the MLC, which was submitted to the JCS for 
approval recoanenda that "the Department of Defense should have 
operational control of the reconaended sites, as at the present 
sites, with present authority extended to include operational control' 
of the nonnudear components including war reaerve kits and spares 
at the operational sites.** 

21. Letter from MLC Chairman LeBaron. to Mr. Early 22 Mar 1950 
"Surveillance and Custody of Atomic Weapons" 

Advises that the AEC is considering a staff study which reconaends 
that the*AEC obtain the concurrence of the President to "transfer of 
custody of stockpile of nonnudear components of atomic bombs to 
the Department of Defense" and "delegation of responsibility for • 
routine maintenance of nuclear components of stockpile atomic weapons 
to the Department of Defense." Such transfer and delegation would not, 
in the opinion of the AEC, be contrary to the Intent of the President's 
earlier decision that custody of atomic weapons should remain with the 
AEC. 

22. Memorandum to Secretary of Defense from Chairman.' 7 Apr 1950 
JCS "Surveillance and Custody of Atomic Weapons" 

Joint Chiefs of Staff consider that the AEC proposal should be sup- 
ported by the Department of Defense "provided the terms of the 
proposal are nnitually agreed to by the Department of Defense and 
the Atomic Energy Commission." 

23. Beginning of Korean Conflict early summer 1950 



It was decided that bombs, minus nuclear components, would be delivered 
to the custody of the Air Force and Navy at Operational Storage Sites 
abroad and aboard carriers. The nuclear components would remain in 
custody of Che AEC in the United States pending further decision in 
the future. 

24- Presidential Letter to the Chairman. AEC 24 Aug 1950. 

Approved delivery of nonnudear components from AEC to the Armed 
Forces for s trategic deployment. De livery was made to the United 
Kingdom, {Guam7«^BH^HBB|p and the carrier 



14. Letter to the President from Secretary 21 Jul 1968 
of Defense 

Letter urges the President to "advise the Atomic Energy Conmlssion 
that delivery to the Armed Forces of stockpile atomic weapons will 
be directed, effective approximately four months hence." Incloses 
letter co Secretary of Defense of 13 March 1948 from Secretaries of 
Army, Navy and Air Force and letter from JCS of 20 March 1948, both • 
of which recomend transfer of custody as a matter of urgency. 

15. Presidential Refusal 23 Jul 1948 

The President refused to transfer custody of atomic weapons to the 
Armed Forces despite unanimous recommendations for approval from the 
three Service Secretaries, the Chiefs of Staff of Any, Navy, and 
Air Force and the Military Liaison Conlttee. 

16. ttemorandum to the President from XEC 21 Jul 1948 
Advises Against transfer of custody. 

17. Presidential release to the Press 24 Jul 1948 

"As President of the United States, I regard the continued control 
of all aspects pf the atomic energy program, including research, 
development and the custody of atomic weapons, as the proper functions 
of the civil authorities." 

18. Letter from the President to Secretary 6 Aug 1948 
of Defense 

States "On balance. I do not feel justified in exercising my authority 
under the provisions of the Atomic Energy Act of 1946 to order the 
transfer of the stockpiles to the Armed Services." 

AEC-AFSWP Agreeme nt on Operation and Maintenance 11 May 1949 
of Storage Sites Able. Baker and Charlie 

Signed by DoD on 20 April 1949 and by AEC on 11 May 1949. This agree- 
ment provided for joint occupancy by the AEC and AFSWP. It stated that 
AFSWP was primarily concerned with support of operations in the event 
of national emergency and with support of training exercises and 
maneuvers. AEC would be responsible for custody of all stockpile iteaw 
in storage or undergoing inspection. AFSWP would be responsible for 
custody of AEC weapons released for AFSWP training and maneuvers. 
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30. Assistant Secretary of Defense Memoranda to the 16 Oct 1953 

Aray, Navy. Air Force and AFSWP 

Delineated Service custody reaponaibilities, and responsibilities 
for operation of "operational sites" overseas and in the United 
States. The memo to AFSWP charged the Chief, AFSWP with operating 
a reporting systea to Insure that he kaev the status and location 
of the stockpile at all tlses. 

31 • Menorandun for th e Secretary of Defense and 22 Jim 1953 

the Chairman. A£C Subject: Transfer and 
Deployment of Atomic Weapons ^ 

On reconendatlon of the Special Connittee of the Hatlonal Security 
CouncU on Atomic Energy, the President, on 20 June 1953, approved 
the request of the Secretary of Defense to effect the deployment of 
nuclear components "in numbers equal to the nonnuelear deployments 
now approved to those storages afloat and ashore wherein the decision 
to so deploy rests aolely with the United States." 

32- Presidential Disper sal Authorization to July 1^ 195S 1 Dee 195A 

The President authorized dispersal of nuclear weapons to include 
thermonuclear, however he retained approval authority for separate 
dispersal actions under the plan. 

33. AEC-DoD S torage Operations Agreement 3 ^ug 1955 

Superseded the Joint AEC-DoD Agreement of August 3, 1951. 

34- Presidential Disper sal Authorization to July 1. 1956 29 Aug 1955 

The President authorized transfer of a certain number of nuclear 
components to DoD custody. Included were a number of high yield 
weapons which the DoD was permitted to disperse but for which the 
AEC would maintain custody. 

35. Presidential Letter to AEC 29 Aug 1955 

In this letter the President levied the responsibility on AEC to main- 
tain on the spot custody of the high yield weapons at dispersed loca- 
tions. As a result of this letter, AEC assigned civilian AEC custodians 
CO dispersed locations at home, abroad and aboard ships at sea. The 
assignment of civilians aboard Naval ships proved impractical and 
almost immediately, following an AEC briefing of the President, was 
replaced by use of Naval officers as "Designated Atomic Energy 
Commission Military Representatives." 



25. AEC-MLC Meetini^ 9 Mar 1951 

It was brought out at this meeting that the military had been per- 
forming functional surveillance on the entire stockpile, including 
nuclear components, for some time. AEC expressed surprise at this 
information. Mr. Dean. AEC, stated that AEC custody was **an empty 
concept" and that the "real problem" was in establishing the proper 
division of responsibility for stockpile operations. 

26. Joint MLC-AEC Memo to JCS 26 Apr 1951 

The MLC approved a Jointly agreed upon AEC Memorandum to the Joint.. 
Chiefs of Staff which proposed that nuclear components be trans* 
ferred to the custody of the DoD in nu^rs to match the nonnuclear 
components already deployed. The JCS disapproved this proposal with 
the statement that it was "untimely." No further explanation was 
advanced by JCS. 

27. AEC-DoD T^greement on "Responsibilities for 3 Aug 1951 
Stockpile Operations" 

28. AEC'ATSWP Agreement Covering the Operation of 23 Jun 1952 
National Stockpile Sties Under the Connand of 

AFSUP 

Implemented terms of the AEC-DoD Agreement on "Responsibilities for 
Stockpile Operations" of 3 August 1951. 

29. Presidential Approval of an NSC Study 10 Sep 1952 

The President approved a study compiled by the Special Committee on 
Atomic Energy of the National Security Council. The study was entitled: 
Agreed Concepts Regarding Atomic Weapons." It provided: 

(1) The Department of Defense should have custody of stocks of 
atomic weapons outside the continental limits of the U.S. and any 
such numbers within the continental limits as might be required to 
assure operational flexibility and military readiness. 

(2) The AEC should maintain custody of the remainder of the 
stockpile. 

(3) Other provisions relating to Provisions of Storage Faculties, 
Physical Security (Dol- provided for .-.11 storage sitesi. Access to 
Weapons, etc. 



41. Presidential Letter to A£C 24 Nov 1956 

In his letter, the President directed AEC to maintain custody at DoD 
locations in the same manner that they were accomplishing the task 
aboard Naval vessels. This meant that AEC civilian personnel would 
be withdrawn and military officers would assume the responsibility as 
DAECMRS. (The DAECMR system was an arrangement whereby the officer 
acted for both the AEC and DoD in custody natters. Transfer In 
emergency was effected in the following manner. 

(1) The DAECMR held a series of special code words provided to 
him by joint AEC-AFSWP action. 

(2) Commanders authorized to declare a Defense Emergency also 
held the code words. 

(3) When an authorized commander declared a Defense Emergency, 
his message contained the current code word. 

(4) If the yjde word in the commander's message matched the current 
word in possession of the DAECMR, he accomplished transfer of custody 
from AEC to DoD. 

Peacetime transfers of weapons required that the DAECMR receive separate 
authorization to effect transfer of custody from both the DoD and the AEC.) 

42. AEC-DoD Agreement for the Dispersal of High Yield 2 Feb 1957 

Weapons 

This agreement implemented the President's direction of 24 November 
1956 to the AEC and put the DAECMR system fully in effect for main- 
tenance of dispersed high yield weapons. 

^3. Amendment to Presidential Dispersal Authorization 8 Mar 1956 

to July 1, 1956 

The President increased the number of low yield weapons authorized 
for dispersal under DoD custody and established a ceiling on the total 
number of low and high yields authorized for dispersal, 

44. Presidential Dispersal Authorization to July 1, 24 Nov 1956 



The President authorized dispersal of nuclear weapons to include 

thermonuRlfiar. He. rnnti nued his previous restriction in effect that 
weapons in excess of 600 KT would remain in the custody of the AEC 
even when dispersed. 
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36. Joint AEC-DoD Agreement on Interim Principles 6 Sep 1955 
and Procedures for the Carrying Out of Responsi* 

bilities as directed by the President in Connection 
with the Early Dispersal of High Yield Weapons 

This agreement provided for the maneuver of high yield weapons and 
specified chat such weapons would remain in AEG controlled storage 
except when being used in readiness exercises of "in other specified 
instances." 

37. AEC Letter to MLC 19 Mar 1956 

The letter was in answer to a letter from MLC to AEC. By their 
letter, AEC agreed to provide space at AEC storage sites for certain 
DoD weapons. Specifically, the AEC agreed to provide space as listed 

below: 

0r SITE IGLOOS 



38. A£C"DoD Memorandum of Understanding for the Transfer k May 1956 
of Atomic Weapons 

This memorandum provides for the transfer of weapons in AEC custody 
to DoD custody upon declaration of a Defense Emergency or similar 
emergency • condition. 

39. AEC-DoD Memorandum of Understanding for the 3 Feb 1960 
Transfer of Atomic Weapons 

Superseded the AEC-DoD Memorandum of Understanding of May A, 1956. 

A£C«DoD Ag reement as to Principles and Procedures 4 Jun 1956 

for the Carrying Out of Responsibilities as 
Directed by t he President in Connection with the 
Dispersal of High Yield Weapons 

The agreement implemented the May 4, 1956 AEC-DoD Memorandum of 
Understanding. 
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51. Presidential Atomic Weapon Dispersal Authoriza* 3 Jan 1959 
tlon to July 1959 and Approval of Transfer of 

Dispersed High Yield Weapons from AEC to DoD 

The President authorized the dispersal of nuclear and nonnudear 
components under DoD custody. DoD custody for dispersed high yield 
weapons was approved based on DoD concluding the necessary arrange- 
ments with AEC and notifying the President. This removed the require- 
ment for DAECMR's and they were subsequently withdrawn. Upon implemen- 
tation, the requirement for AEC custody dwindled to only the NSSs, the 
OSSs having JCS Reserve weapons, and the AEC facilities. 

52. Letter to the President from the Secretary 12 Feb 1959 
of Defense 

Informs the President that arrangements had been completed for 
transfer of custody of dispersed weapons to the DoD as requested in 
the President's letter of 3 January 1959. 

53. Presidential Approv al of Pop Dispersal Plan co 26 Feb 1959 
July 1, 1959 

This directive replaced In entirety the President's directive of 
January 3, 1959. The total numbers of weapons authorized for dispersal 
as of July I, 1959 were not changed by the President directed that AEC 
turn over custody of numbers of atomic weapons and nonnudear components 
without regard to high or low yield. 

Letter t o the President from the Deputy 29 Oct 1959 

Secretary of Defense 

Requested approval of a program for the dispersal of weapons as of 
June 30, 1960. 

55- Presidential Approva l of DoD Dispersal Plan as 5 Nov 1959 

of June 30. 1960 

The President approved the DoD program for the dispersal of weapons 

as of June 30, 1960. 

Letter to the Preside nt from the Secretary of Defense 21 Dec I960 

Requested approval of a program for the dispersal of weapons as of 
June 30, 1961. 

57. Presidential Approval of DoD Dispersal Plan as 16 Jan 1961 

of June 30« 1961 

The President approved the DoD program for the dispersal of weapons 
as of June 30, 1961. 
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45. Presidential Atomic Weapons Dispersal 6 Aug 1957 

Authorization as of July 1, 1958 

The President authorized the dispersal of certain number of nuclear 
weapons. He established ceilings on the total number of low yield 
nuclear components under DoD custody and high. yield complete weapons 
under AEC custody authorized for dispersal in the U.S. and overseas. 

^6. Memorandum for the Secretary of Defense from 22 Sep 1958 

the Chairman, JCS — Subject: Dispersal 
Requirements for Atomic Weapons 

Memorandum requests approval of dispersal requirements and DoD custody 
of all dispersed atomic weapons through 30 June 1959. 

47. Letter to the Chairman. AEC from the Acting 13 Oct 1958 
Secretary of Defense 

In additi&n to requesting coordination on dispersal requirements 
through 30 June 1959, it pointed out that a feature of the requested 
authority would provide for the transfer of all dispersed weapons to 
the DoD. 

48. Letter to the Secretary of Defense from the 21 Oct 1958 
Chairman, AEC 

The AEC presented specific comments on the proposed letter to the 
President concerning the subject of DoD custody of all dispersed 
weapons. 

Letter to the President from the Deputy Secretary 20 Nov 1958 

of Defense 

In addition to requesting dispersals plan as of 1 July 1959, the letter 
requests authority for the DoD to assume custndlnl responsibilities for 
all dispersed weapons including those over 600 KT 

50. Annex One to the AEC-DoD Agreement for the Pis- 26 Nov 1958 

persal of High Yield Weapons 

This agreement provided for positioning of U.S. weapons in England for 

delivery by English vehicles. It provided that the warheads /weapons: 

(1) would remain in U.S. custody. 

(2) would be provided foreign external security. 

This arrangement served as the basis for future similar dispersals 
of weapons to other NATO countries. 



^8* Congressi onal Record . 85th Congress, Second Session (Daily) 
Edition), February 9, 1960, page 2169. 

69. Study of U.S. and NATO Nuclear Weapons Arrangements . Joint 
Conmittee on Atonic Energy (Ad Hoc Subcoonittee) February II, I96I. 

70. Memorandum from the Deputy Secretary of 3 Har 1961 
Defense for Mr. Mc(ieorge Bundy 

It forwarded dispersal information and presented the opinion that 
there would not be any significant reduction in nuclear weapons 
stockpile projections without a review of national security policy 
for use of these weapons. 

71. Letter to the President from the Acting 7 Feb 1961 
Chairman. AEC (Grahaa) 

Presents to the President, the AEC views on custody and control of 
weapons and long-range requirements for special nuclear materials. 
Pointed out that at that time, the AEC had custodial responsibility 
for only about 102 of the stockpile. Stated that the Cosmiission 
planned to defer action on the dispersal directive of 16 January 
1961 until the President had had an opportunity to review the cited 
issues. 

72. Memorandu m from the Chairman. Joint Chiefs 6 Apr 1961 
of Staff to the Secretary of Defenae 

The Chairman. General Lemnitzer, protested the unilateral AEC action. 

73. Meeting. AEC-MLC of March 23. 1961 

The Commission indicated that it did not feel that it could separate 
its concern as to the possible overstocking of weapons for NATO from 
its overall concern as to the loss of civilian control. 

Letter to the President from the Deputy n Apr 1961 

Secretary of Defense 

Presents the Department of Defense views on the Issues raised in 
the 7 February 1961 letter from the AEC to the President. Recommended 
that the President authorize the AEC and the DoD proceed with the 
dispersal plan of 16 January 1961 with the understanding that no 
further dispersals for allocations to non-U. S. would be made under 
that authority. 
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58. Memoranda prepared by the Asaistane to the 9 Jun 1960 
Secretary of Defense (Atomic Energy) 16 Jun 1960 

9 Sep 1960 
31 Mar 1961 

They provide OSD studies on custodial measures and arrangements in 
relation to the questions rasied by the JCAE. 

59. Letter from the Under Secretary for Political 28 Jun I960 
Affairs, Department of State to the Chairman. JCAE 

The State Department agreed with DoD regarding arming of allied 
aircraft with nuclear weapons and pexnitt'ing weapons to become 
airborne when an enemy attack was iaadAenc* 

60* Report, Atomic Energy Act of 1946 . Special Committee on 
Atomic Energy, United States Congress, 79th Congress, 
Second Session,. Special Report 1211, 19A6. 

61. Much of the background material on the JCAE was taken from a 
paper by James T. Ramey, then Executive IHrector, JCAE, which 
was prepared for delivery at the 1960 Annual Meeting of the 
American Political Science Association, September 8-10, 1960. 

^2. "Separate Views of Representative Holtfield and Representative 
Price on HR 9759": House Report 2181 - 83rd Congress, Second 
Session, Rg 137. 

House Report 103A8. S 316A, 85th Congress, Second Session 1958. 

Hearings , "Amendments to Acomic Energy Act of 1954 to Provide 
for Greater Exchange of Military Information and Material with 
Allies," Joint Conunitcee on Atomic Energy, 85th Congress, 
Second Session 1958 at pp 374-385; 387-389; 410-425; 435-444. 

^5- Record, "Amendment s to the Atomic Energy Act of 1954. as amended" 
(To Provide for Greater Exchange of Military Information and 
Material with Allies). Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, House 
Report 1849, 85th Congress, Second Session 1958, at pp 7-10. 

Section 144c and 91c (4) restricted cooperation to nations which 
have made substantial progress in the development of atomic 
weapons. 

Statement by Senator Clinton P. Anderson . Chairman, Joint Committee 
on Atomic Energy, February 3, 1960, Joint Committee Press Release 
No. 243-A. 
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81. Section 3, Atomic Energy Act of 1954, Public Lav 83-703. 

82- Memorand un for the President from the Dcmitv 16 Mar 1962 
Secretary of Defense 

Mr. GUpatrick recommended that^DoD be authorized to disperse nuclear 
weapona i mder U.S. cu stody for support of non-0. S. forces. He would 

"^^^i^m^m^mmmmmtimKKmmm for strgei 

aircraft i except the U.K.) and make "clear that NATO*^trategy is being 
subject to a complete review. 

83- National Security Action Memorandum No. 143 10 Apr 1962 

Established procedures for approval of programs of cooperation for 
nuclear support of non-U. S. forces. Approved support for certain 
non-U. S. forces, 

84. Deputy Chief of Staff Memorandum (DCSM) 1295-62 18 Oct 1962 

85. National Security Act ion Memorandun No. 197 23'Oct 1962 



Amended NSAM 143. Programs of cooperation were to be approved under 
NSAM 197. Specific dispersals vere to be approved under NSAM 143. 

86. National Security Action Memorandum No. 199 2S Oct 1962 

Amended_ portions of NSAj^lj^^^-tP permit the loading of 

)r less on NATO QRA aircraft. 

87. Deputy Joint Staff Memorandum DJSM-1395-62 5 Nov 1962 

The JCS expressed concern that immediate approval of the FY62 dispersal 
plan was needed to alleviate a shortage of dispersal credits. 

88. Memorandum for Mr. McCeorge Bundv from 9 ©ec 1962 
Mr. Raul Nitze. Assistant Secretary of Defense 

for Internati onal Security Affairs, aublect: 
Additional Dis persals in Support of U.S. forces 

Requested ISA to review the proposed FY 62 dispersal plan. 

89. Letter to Mr. Robe rt McNamara. Secretary 26 Dec 1962 
of Defense from the President 

Disapproved the proposed FY 62 dispersal plan. Dispersals vere to 
be made under the FY 61 and lY 62 authorizations. 
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75. Letter to the Chaiman. AEC from the 11 Apr 1961 
Deputy Secretary of Defense 

Pointed out the need to implement the dispersal of weapons and seated 
that he considered it necessary that Che question of nuclear support 
of non-U. S. NATO forces and the remainder of the dispersal program 
be treated separately. 

76. Letter to the Deputy Secretary of Defense 20 May 1961 
from the President 

Authorized "The AEC and the Secretary of Defense to proceed with 
the dispersal plan of 16 January 1961 as far as U.S. forces were con- 
cerned, subject to the desirability of retaining a substantial reserve 
in the National Stockpile Sites and subject to effective arrangements 
for modernization of weapons not so retained.'* 

77. Letter to Mr. Owen from the Chairman, AEC 29 May 1961 

Cites possible ambiguity and requests clarification of the terms 
"National Stockpile Sites'* and "substantial reserve" as used in the 
President's letter of 20 May 1961. 

78. Letter to Mr. Bundy from the Chairman, AEC 16 Jun 1961 

Provided data concerning the number of weapons actually in the 
custody of the AEC and the DoD at that time. In addition, it stated 

chac no additional credits would be authorized pending the requested 
clarification of terms contained in his 16 June letter to Mr. Bundy. 

79. Letter to Mr. Bundy from the Deputy 22 Jun 1961 

Secretary of Defense 

Presented thoughts concerning possible ambiguities in the President's 
letter of 20 May 1961 which were raised in Dr. Seaborg's letter to 
Mr. Owen of 29 May 1961. Stated the belief that the matter of 
reserve weapons was a basic concept upon which the dispersal program 
was developed and that the program as approved meets "the desirability 
of retaining a substantial reserve in the National Stockpile Sites." 

80. Letter to the Chairman. AEC from Mr. Bundy 2 Aug 1961 

Stated that any ambiguities which may have existed in the President's 
letter of 20 May 1961 with respect to the dispersal of nuclear weapons 
had been clarified by the Deputy Secretary of Defense's letter to 
Mr. Bundy of 22 June 1961. 
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98. Letter froa the Secretary of State to the 28 Jul X964 
Secretary of Defense 

Mr. Rusk stated that State and DoD should conduct a joint study of 
-NATO tactical nuclear warfare. 

99. Letter from the Secretary of Defenae to the 19 Jun 1964 
Secretary of State ^ 

Mr. HcNaoara suggested using MC 100/1 as guidance for our NATO 
representatives . 

100. Letter from the Secretary of State to the . 13 Aug 1964 
Secretary of Defense 

Mr. Rusk suggested deferring attcnpts to reach an agreement on MC 100/1. 

101. Draft Presidential Memorandum (PPM) Oct 1964 
The Role of Tactical Nuclear Forces in NATO Strategy 

Expressed Mr .^McNamara * s personal views on NATO Tactical Nuclear Strategy. 

102. National Security Action Memorandum No. 332 Dec 1964 
Stated the official national nuclear policy for Europe. 

103. Joint Chiefs of Staff Memorandum (JCSM 69^-64) for 17 Aug 1964 
the Secretary of Defense 

Forwarded the proposed JCS dispersal plan for FY 65. 

104. Letter from the Actlnt^ Deputy Under Secretary of State, 20 Nov 1964 
Llewellyn E. Thompson to the Assistant to the Secretary 

of Defense (Atomic Energy), Mr. William J. Howard 

State did not concur in the dispersals for non-U. S. NATO forces. 

105. Letter from the Secretary of State, Mr. Dean Rusk. 17 May 1965 
to the Deputy Secretary of Defense. Mr. Cyrus Vance 

State concurred in the revised FY 65 dispersal plan. 

106. Letter from the Secretary of Defense to the 24 May 1965 
Secretary of State 

Mr. McNamara notified Mr. Rusk that no. additional ADMs would be 
shipped to Europe. 
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90. Memorandum for Chairman. Joint Chiefs of Staff 27 Feb 1963 

from the Deputy Secretary of Defense, subject: 
FY 1962 Nuclear Weapons Dispersal Plan 

The JCS could dlspersej|Pi addltioaal weapons/ to areas under full (p)(l) 
U.S. control. 

.91. Letter from Deputy Under Secretary of State to 13 Nov 1963 

the Deputy Secretary of Defense 

State concurred In the proposed FY 63 dispersal plan subject to State 
review of dispersals above those authorized in NSAM 143. 

92. Letter from Deputy Under Secretary of State 5 Mar 1964 
to the Deputy Secretary of Defense 

State concurred in the proposed FY 64 dispersal plan subject to the 
same reservacions expressed in their letter of 13 Hoveobcr 1963. 

93. Memorandum to the President from the Deputy 26 Mar 1964 
Secretary of Defense Cyrus Vance, subject: 

Request for Nuclear Weapons Dispersal Authori- 
zation for FY 64 

DoD submitted the proposed FY 64 dispersal plan to the President. 

94. National Security Action Memorandum No. 305 16 Jun 1964 

The President approved the DoD proposed Nuclear Weapons Dispersal 
Authorization for FY 64. 

95. Letter from the Secretarv of Defense to the 3 Dec 1963 
Secretary of State 

DoD forwarded to State for comment the JCS paper subject: Military 
Strategy for NATO. December 1963. 

96. Letter from the Secretary of State to the 20 Feb 1964 
Secretary of Defense 

State Department paper, U.S. Policies for NATO Defense sent to DoD. 

97. Letter from the Secretary of Defense to the May 1964 
Secretary of State 

Mr. McNaaara solicited comments ftom State on a proposed plan for 
support of non-U. S. forces. 
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115. Letter from che Deputy Secretary of Defense 8 Nov 1966 
to the Chairman. AEC 

Mr. Vance sent a redraft of Dr. Seaborg's letter to the President and 
proposed NSAM to Dr. Seaborg which indicated Mr. Vance's readiness to 
proceed with the transfer if AEC would concur in the terms of the 
proposed Stockpile Agreement. 

116. Letter from the Chairman. AEC to the Deputy 23 Dec 1966 
Secretary of Defense 

Dr. Seaborg forwarded a redraft of the StockpUe Agreement to Mr. Vance. 

117. Letter from the Deputy Secretary of Defense 10 Jan 1967 
to the Chairman. AEC 

Mr. Vance egreed to the drafts of the letter to the President and the NSAM. 

118. Letter from the Chairman. AEC to the President 30 Jan 1967 

Dr. Seaborg sent the jointly agreed DoD-AEC letter to the President and 
draft NSAM proposing the transfer of all finished weapons to DoD custody. 

115. Letter from the President to the Chairman. AEC 10 Feb 1967 

The President, pursuant to Section 91b of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954 
as amended, directed the AEC to deliver such weapons and components to 
the Department of Defense at locations, times and in accordance with 
such procedures that may mutually be agreed to between the AEC and DoD. 

120. Letter fr om the Chairman. AEC to the Deputy 10 Mar 1967 
Secretary of Defense 

Dr. Seaborg signed the Stockpile Agreement for AEC and • forwarded it 
to Mr. Vance for signature.- 

121. Letter from the Dep uty Secretary of Defense to 20 Mar 1967 
the Chairman. AEC 

Mr. Vance signed the Stockpile Agreement and sent one copy back to 
Dr. Seaborg. He also agreed to inform the President annually of 
weapon transfers in the annual stockpile plan as requested by the 
President in Ills letter to Dr. Seaborg of February 10. 1967. 

122. Memorandum from the Chairman. Joint Chiefs 10 Sep 1966 
of Staff to the Secretary of Defense 

The Chairman forwarded the proposed FY 67 Nuclear Weapons Dispersal 
Program. 
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107. Memorandum for the President from the Secretary 24 May 1965 
of Defense « subject: Request for Nuclear Weapons 
Dispersal Authorization for FY 1965/1966 

Forwarded the proposed FY 65 dispersal plan co the President. 

108. Letter from the Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission 20 May .1965 

to che Secretary of Defense 

AEC concurred in the FY 65 dispersal plan. 

109. National Security Action Memorandum No. 334 1 Jun 1965 
The President approved the FY 65 nuclear weapons dispersal plan. 

110. White House Memorandum for the Deputy Secretary of 18 Dec 1966 

Defense, subject; Change in the Nuclear Weapons 
Dispersal Authorization for FY 1966 

The President approved the increase of I^^Ttrategic nucl ear bombs in Guam 

111. Letter from the Deputy Under Secretary of State 18 Nov 1965 \ 
to the Aissistant to the Secretary of Defense \ 



(Atomic Energy) 

State concurred in the increase 



llon 'CSuam.l ( ' 

— ^ or 



112. Letter from the Chairman, Atomic Energy Comission 22 Nov 1965 

to the Secretary of Def ense 



AEC concurred in the increase fbn GuaaiTJ 



113. Letter from the Chairman. AEC to the Secretary 11 Jul 1966 
of Defense 

Dr. Seaborg proposed to recommend to the President 

that AEC transfer custody of all finished weapons to DoD. 

114. Letter from the Deputy Secretary of Defense 3 Aug 1966 
to the Chairman. AEC 

Mr. Vance concurred in Dr. Seaborg 's proposal but believed it advisable 
to withhold the letter to the President pending completion of a joint 
revision of existing applicable stockpile agreements. 



0' 
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132. Menorandun for the President from the Deputy 
Secretary of Defense, subject: Request for 
Nuclear Weapons Dispersal Authorltatlon for 

FY 1967 and FY 1968 

■t 

133. NSAM 364, aublect; Nuclear Weapons Dispersal . 
Authorization for Fg 1967-rSf 1968 

134. Memorandum from the Assistant to the Secretary 
of Defense (Atomic Energy) to All Holders of the 
Proposed FY 67-68 Dispersal Plan 



14 Aug 1967 
5 Jul 1967 



Requested holders to correct the proposed FY 67-68 Dispersml Plan. 



135. Memorandum from the Deputy Secretary of Defense 
to the Chairasn. Joint Chiefs of Staff 



19 Aug 1967 



Mr^^J^Uze f orvarded NS^064 to the JCS and notified thm that the 
( celling8>f and for HATO Europe would 'not be exceeded. 



136. Memorandum from the Deputy Secretary of Defense 
to the Chairman. Joint Chiefs of Staff 



26 Jan 1968 

weapons Jin NATO Europe 



Mr. Nltze imposed a temporary peel lln^ of _ 

^^i^tcnde^c^hol^th^number of^eapons in 

^^^^^HHHHHHBpAnd afloat in the^Atlantic and Pa cific 

at the"level actually dispersed as of December 31," 1967. 



137. JCSH- 160-68. subjecc: Deployment of Mk 25 (GENIE ) 
Warheads to — — i — - 

Th^C^equested Increases in the weapons ceilings for< 
^■"^^n order to disperse GENIE rockets to those areas. 



15 Mar 1968 



138, 



Memorandum from the Deputy Secretary of Defense 
to the Chairman. Joint Chiefs of Staff 



f^^Utze refused to increase his ceilings on weapons ini 



1 Apr 1968 




139. 



Memorandum from the Chairman. Joint Chiefs of 29 Mar 1968 

Staff ta the Deputy Secretary of Defense 

The JCS r equested an inc rease in Mr. Nitze's ceiling on weapons afloat 
in the 4^Xantic~T?5ttf^^V to 
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123. Memorandua from the Assistant to the Secretary of 27 Sep 1966 
Defense (Atomic Enerev) to the Chairman, Joint 

Chiefs of Staff 

. m Z, 

Replied to th^proposedFY 67 Dispersal Program and stated that the ! Ki^ 
ceiling of MBfc weapons]f or NATO Europe la NSAM 334 remains in effect. \ ^ ' 

124. JC$M-52-66, subject: Programs of Cooperation 24 Jan 1966 
(Nuclear Weapons) 

125. JCSM"287-66. sublect: The NATO Force Planning 5 May 1966 
Exercise 1967-1971 

126. Memorandum from the Assistant to the Secretary 27 Sep 1966 
of Defense (Atomic Energy) to the Chairman, 

Joint Chiefs of Staff 

The decision on the dispersal of nuclear weaponii to NATO Europe remains 
as stat^ in NSAM 334. 

^27. Memorandum from the Assistant to the Secretary of 10 Nov 1966 

Defense (Atomic Energy) to Mr. Vance, aublect; 
Consideration of Nonconcur rence in the Proposed 
FY 67 Dispersal Plan bv ASP (ISA) and ASP(SA) 

Dr. Ualske recommended Mr. Vance approve the plan as written. 

^28. Letter from Mr. Fov D. Kohler, Deputy Under Secretary 18 Apr 1967 

of State to Mr. Cvnis R. Vance. Deputy Secretary of 
Defense 

State concurred in the proposed FY 67 dispersal plan. 

^29. Letter f rom the Acting Chairman. AEC to the Deputy 10 May 1967 

Secretary of Defense 

AEC concurred in the FY 67 dispersal plan but recommended a few changes. 

1^0. Letter from the Dep uty Secretary of Defense to the 26 May 1967 

Chairman^ AEC 

Forwarded the FY 67 plan modified to include FY 68 which included all 
the changes except one recommended by AEC. 

131- Letter from the Dep uty Secretary of Defense to the 26 May 1967 

Deputy Under Secretary of State 

Forwarded the FY 67 plan modified to include FY 68. 
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148. Memorandun from the Deputy Secretary of Defense 12 Apr 1968 

to Chairaan. Joint Chiefs of Staff 

Directed the JCS to Install PAL devl c^ on all weapons now dep loyed ' ^ f ^ ^ 
or plannetLJjr deployment at advanceBB^^BBBHlMB^HB^B 



1*9. JCSM-392^6 8 to the Secretary of Defenaa 25 Jun 1968 

The JCS recoonended no change In the curmc distribution of tactical 
nuclear weapons in the Pacific. 

150. Covering Brief from AT SD(AE> to the DftBiitv 29 Dec 1967 

Secretary of Defense ' 

^5*' Letter from the Dep uty Secretary of Defense 29 Dee 1967 

to the Depu ty Assistant Secretary of State 

for Politico-Military Affairs 

Forwarded' the proposed FY 69 HWDCF for concurrence. 

^52* Letter from the Dep uty Secretary of Defense 29 Dec 1967 

to the Chairman. AEC " 

Forwarded the proposed FY 69 NWDCP for concurrence. 

153* Letter from the Cha irman. Atomic Energy Co-in..^^^ 26 Feb 1968 

to the Secretary of Defense 

AEC concurred in the proposed NWDCP for FY 1969 subject to recommended 
minor changes. 

154. Letter from the Deo utv Under Secretary of State 6 Mar 1968 
CO the Deputy Secretary of Defense 

State concurred in the proposed FY 1969 NWDCP. 

155. Memorandum from the Deputy Secretary of Defense 9 Mar 1969 
to the President — 

Forwarded the proposed FY 69 NWDCP for approval. 

156. Memorandum from ATSD(AE) to the Demir v 23 Mav 1968 
Secretary of Defense ^ 

^''69'!15dSJ!*'*"""** °" OSD/White House discussions on the proposed 
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140. Menorandum from the Deputy Secretary of Defense 6 Apr 1968 

to the Chainnan. Joint Chiefs of Staff 

Mr. Witae^incr eased h is ceiling on weapons afloat in the {Atlantic 
from ~ 




141. JCSM- 142-68 to the Deputy Secretary of Defense 8 Mar 1968 

The Joint Chiefs of Staff assessment of nuclear weapon deployments 
to Europe for the period 1 January- 30 June 1968. 

142. Memorandum from the Assistant Secretary of Defense (SA) 14 Mar 1968 
to the Deputy Secretary of Defense 

Systems Analysis forwarded their analysis of requirements for deploying 
nuclear weapons to Europe in FY 68-70. 

143. Memorandiim from the Deputy Secretary of Defense' . ■ 5 Apr 1968 
to the Chairman. Joint Chiefs of Staff 

Mr. Nitze requested JCS comments on the Systems Analysis assessmimt. 

144. Memorandum from the Deputy Secretary of Defense 9 Apr .'968 
to the Chairman. Joint Chiefs of Staff 



Mr, Nitze requested a reappraisal of rnud ear %/eapon8 fl^H cei linL _ 
for NATO Europe with the objective of assessing the rela tive priorities 
of dispersals toward reducing them to a level of J 



1*5. JCSM-260-68 to the Deputy Secretary of Defense 25 Apr 1968 

The Joint Chiefs of Staff reviewed the Systems Analysis paper and 
provided their comments. 

146. Memorandum from ASD(ISA) and ATSD(AE) to the 24 Apr 1968 
Secretary of Defense 

Proposed querying JCS on the desirability of realign ing distribution 
of Nuclear weapons and on Guam and flHI|Vin approximately 

equaT numbers. ' 

147. Memorandum from the Secretary of Defense to the 4 May 1968 
Chairman. Joint Chiefs of Staff 

Mr. Clifford requested the view of the JCS o n a proposed redistribution 
of weapons in approximately equal numbers onftSum] 
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166. Memorandum from the Deputy Secretary of Defense 2U Sep 1968 
CO the Chalman, Joint Chiefs of Staff 

Gave the JCS additional guidance for the forthconing deployment plan. 

167. CM-3688-'66 to the Secretary nf Defense I Oct 1969 
General Wheeler listed the unresolved issues. 

168. JCSM-630-'68 to the Secretary of Defense 24 Oct 1968 
Forwarded the JCS proposed NVDCP for FT 70. 

169. McaoranduiB from ATSD(A£) to the Deputy Secretary 24 Oct 1968 
of Defense 

Summarized the Ft 70 deployment issues and made reconendacions 
to Mr. Nitze that his ceilings and guidelines be maintained. 

170. Q<-3757r68 to the Deputy Secretary of Defense " 7 Nov 1968 

General Wheeler agreed to the stockpile and deployment levels with 
certain exceptions. 

171. Letter from the Chairman. AEC to the ATSD(AE) 16 Dec 1968 
Dr. Seaborg concurred in the plan. 

172. Letter from the Deputy Under Secretary of State 10 Dee 1968 
to ATSD(AE) " 

State concurred in the plan. 

173. Memorandum from the Deputy Secretary of Defense ■ 20 Dec 1968 
to the President 

Forwarded the FY 1970 NWDCP for approval. 

174. NSAM 372. subject: Nuclear Weapons Deployment 18 Jan 1969 
Authorization for FY 1970 and FY 1971 

175. Memorandum from the Secretary of Defense 25 Jan 1969 
to the 'Chairman. Joint Chiefs of Staff 

Mr. Uird forwarded NSAM 372 to the CJCS with a statement that he 
intended to review it in the future. 
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157. NSAM 370, Nuclear Weapon Deployment Authorlaation 11 Jun 1968 
for FY 1969 and FY 1970 

158. Letter from the Deputy Under Secretary of State 22 Jul 1968 
to the Deputy Secretary of Defense 

159. Joint Chiefs of Staff Request for Increased 14 Jun 1968 
Afloat Deployment Authorization for PACOM 

Joint Chief s of St af f requ ested an increase in JbZNCPAC nuclVar weapons 
af loat frpmi^BB to^BiM| ^ 

160. Memorandum from the Deputy Secretary of Defense 25 Jun 1968 
to the Chairman. Joint Chiefs of Staff 

Mr. Nitze notified General Wheeler of the new ceiling for weapons afloae. 

161 • Covering Brief irom ATSD(AE) to the Deputy ... - 21 Jun 1968 

Secretary of Defense 

Dr. Walske recommended, with concurrence from D rs. Hal peri a US A) and 
Selin (SA), a new ceiling fo jweap dhs afloat "o/^BM weapons/ 

162. JCSM>395^68 to the Secretary of Defense 26 Jun 1968 

The Joint Chiefs of Staff replied to Mr. Mitze's memorandum of April 9. 
They opposed any reduction in NATO Europe and reconended that the. 
nuclear weapon deployment ceiling be maintained at the level of^ 
as authorized by the President In NSAMs 334 and 364. 

163. JCSM*426-66 to the Secretary of Defense 5 Jul 1968 

The Joint Chiefs of Staff requested reconsideration of Mr^ ^ N t*;*e's 
decisioi^^ofApri^^iot to permit an Increase In his ^ej^llng on yeaponst 
^■^^^^"^^m '^•y requested an increase of( 

)ermit che introduction of GENIE rockets 




164. Memorand um from the Deputy Secretary of Defense 6 Aug 1968 
to the Chairman. Joint Chiefs of Staff 

Mr. Nitze gave guidance to the JCS for implementation of NSAM 370 and 
established revised OSD ceilings on dispersals. 

165. Memorand um from the Deputy Secretary of Defense 6 Sep 1968 
to CJCS. ASD(IS A). ASDfSA) and ATSDfAE^ 

Requested a list of unresolved issues for the forthcoming stockpile 
and deployment plans. 
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^lyj^l^"^^ "° Chan>^.n , T o inc Chiefs of ^r.ff 4 gep 1969 

from the D eputy Secrprary of Defe^ *^ 

Mr. Packard deferred a decision on the ADM Program of Cooperation. 

tHTlSfS) ^"" ^''^''^ Secretary of D^f.n., 5 Nov 1969 

ordopwltlon!^"^"** " "^^^ ADM Program 

"«°;^^°dum for the Deout:v s^r^ ^tarv of Def.»«> f..,. 30 Aug 1966 

F. M. Bator. Special Assis tant to the PrTHSi^ ' 

The President approved a l55om warhead Program of Cooperation. 
r^thrgll^i^r /^^c '^''^-^^ ^--"'-T of Defenn. 16 Jul 1969 

w^'tr^kr^f^'t*'?^ information on the Army H.tli«l Guard proposal 
to transfer custody of Nike Hercules units. f p •«* 

JCSM-676-69 to the Secr..,^ rw. 29 Oct 1969 

Forwarded the JCS NWDCP-FY 71, 

"^ZTu". "^^^ ^"'"^ 8 i„l 1966 

The Prtddnt approvxl « Une* Progrn of Cooperation. 
froa th« Seertt«rv nf Defen«« 

Mr. McNa-r. directed Mr. Resor to reorient the Lance developaent. 

::i;h^"n^^^^e'i-"L"rr^-^^^^^^^^ " - — - 

JCSM-677-69 to the Secr^r.. . pf pefen^^ 29 Oct 1969 

The JCS requested approval of a Unce Program of Cooperation. 
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176. Memorandum for the Secretary of Defense 25 Jan 1969 
from Che ATSD(A£) 

Mr. Laird kept Mr. Nltze's ceilings in effect. 

177. Memorandum from the Acting Secretary of Defense 29 Dec 1961 
to the Chairman. Joint Chiefs of Staff 

Mr. Gilpa trick approved Che deployment of Nike Hercules' warheads to 
ARNG SAM sites, provided custody will be with menebcrs of the U.S. 
Amed Forces on active duty. 

178. Letter from the Pr esident to the Secretary of Defense 12 Mar 1965 

The President approved the Secretary of Defense's memorandum of 
July 18, 1964, which requested approval for release of nuclear weapons 
CO National Guard Air Defense Units in emergencies. The JCS had 
requested this in a neneranduB to the Secretary of Defense of March 5, 
1 964 • 

179 i Memorandum from the Deputy Secretary of Defense to 22 Mar 1965 

the Chairman. Joint Chiefs of Staff 

Mr, Vance gave the JCS approval for the deployment authorized by the 
President. 

180. Public Law 90-486. subject: National Guard Technicians Act of 1968, 
enacted on August 13, 1968, and effective on January 1, 1969. 

National Guard technicians employed under the act are employees of the 
UnitPd States. 

181' JCSM 105-69 to the Secretary of Defense 24 Feb 1969 

The JCS recommended approval of the transfer of custody of nuclear 
weapons to ARNG Technicians at ARNG Nike Hercules sites. 

182. Memorandum for the Chairman. Joint Chiefs of Staff 9 Jun 1965 
from the Deputv Secretary of Defense 

Mr. Vance deferred shipment of additional ADHs to Europe. 

183. JCSM-470- 69 to the Secretary of Defense 31 Jul 1969 
The JCS requested approval of an AM! Program of Cooperation. 
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202. M5DM 121 from Dr. Klssineer to the Secretaries of State 21 Jul 1971 
and Defense and the Chairman, Atomic Energy Coamission 

Approved the FSf 1972 nuclear weapons deployment authorization. 

203' NSDM 128 from Dr. Kissinger to. the Secretary of Defense 16 Aug 1971 
and the Chairman. Atomic Energy Commission 

Approved the FY 1972-1974 nuclear weapons stockpile. 

204. JCSM-535*7 1 to the Secretary of Defense 7 Dec 1971 

Resubmitted the AMG transfer proposal with additional information and 
justification. 

20s. Memorandum from Se cretary Laird to Sec AF and 27 Mar 1972 

Chairman. JCS 

Issuance o f guidance c onceminR future actions regarding nuclear 
operatlon8,fl^H|^B 

Memorandum from Seer gtary Laird to the President 31 Mar 1972 

Notification of completion of nuclear posture review offiBland /kV/) 
directions he had given to alleviate some potential problJHSas. ^ 

Memorandum from the D eputy Secretary of Defense to 9 May 1972 

the President ^ * 

Transmitted the Presldentially requested war plans study in accordance 
with the parameters of NSDHs 121 and 128. 

208- NSDM 174 Memorandum from Dr. Kissinger to t he 7 Jul 1977 

Secretary o t Defense and the ChairaSn. Atomic 

Energy Commission 

Approved the FSf 1973-1975 nuclear weapons stockpile. 

209. NSDM 178. Memorandum f rom Dr. Kissinger to the 18 Jul 1972 

Secretaries of State and Defense alidThT 

Chairman. Atomic Energy Commission 

Approved the FY 1973 nuclear weapons deployment authorization. 
-^0- ^'^"'^ Seerer ary of Defena^ rn rha 13 Sep 1972 

Recommend Presidential approval to transfer custody of F-lOl/F-106 
weapons units to the Air National Guard. 
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193. MJCS-50&-69 to the Secretary of Defense 23 Oct 1969 

Responded to and provided the additional data to support the ARNG 
transfer proposal. 

f 

194. Memorandum from the Secretary of Defense 20 Jan 1970 

to the President 

Requested approval of the ARNG transfer proposal. 

195. Memorandum from Dr. Kissinger to the 20 Feb 1970 
Secretary of Defense 

Notified SecDef of Presidential approval of the ARNG transfer proposal. 

196. Memorandu m from the Deputy Secretary of Defense 2 Mar 1970 
CO the Chairman. JCS 

Notifie4^JCS of the Presidential approval of the ABUG custody transfer 
and gave authority and guidance on implementation. 

197. JCSM-287«70 to the Secretary of Defense 12 Jun 1970 

JCS requested transfer of control of nuclear weapons in F-101 units to 
Air National Guard technicians. 



198 



199 



200 



201, 



NSDM 59 from Dr. Kissinger to the Secretary of Defense 9 May 1970 
and the Chairman. Atomic Energy Commission 

Approved the n 1971-1972 nuclear weapons stockpile. 

NSDM 60 from Dr. Ki ssinger to che Secretaries of 9 May 1970 

State and Defense and the Chairman, Atomic Energy 

Commission 

Approved the FY71 Nuclear Weapons Deployment Authorization Plan. 

Memorandum from the Deputy Secretary of Defense to the 20 Nov 1970 

Chairman. JCS — — 

Delegated authority to the JCS to increase approved deployment levels 
in NATO Europe and other deployment increases in any theater up to 
lOZ. 

Memorandum from the Secretary of Defense to th e 22 Dec 1970 

Chairman. JCS 

Disapproved the ANG proposed transfer program indicating manpower and 
monetary savings were not substantial enough to warrant Presidential 
approval. 
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219. Memorandum from the Secretary of Defense co 28 Jul 1973 
the Chairman, JCS 

Notifying of Presidential approval of the FSf 197^ deployment plan. 

220. SSDM 228 from Dr. Kissinger to' the Secretary of 8 Aug 1973 
Defense and the Chairman. Atomic En*rffy CQ«"»<ssibn 

Approved the FY 1974-1976 nuclear weapons stockpile. 

221. JCSM-377 -73 to the Secretary of Defense 24 Aug 1973 



224 



223. Letter from Secret ary Schlesinger to Senator 3 Nov 1973 

Pastore. Vice Chairman. JCAE 
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Requested authority to deploy 4P ASUT weapons ■HHjj^^^HHi^Sl ' !)/ 

due to site security problois. ^^^^^^^^^^^^^M! 

222. Memorandum from th e Secretary of Defense to the 27 Sep 1973 

Chairman, JCS '■ ' 



Approved the deployment of AaSW weapons [\^) ! 



Answers questions concerning storage at\^H^|^Hi^HHiB^ ^ ^ ^ 

NSDM 258 from Dr. Kissinger to the Secretary of 20 Jun 1974 

Defense, the Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission 
and the Under Secretary of State for Polit ical 
Affairs ' 

Approved yield change for non-US NATO forces toAEfifor the B61-2/ ^' 
B61-3 weapon. ^^^^3/ 

--5. NSDM 259 from Dr. Kis singer to the Secretary of 20 Jun 1974 

Defense. Chairman^ Atomic Energy Conmission and 
the Under Se cretary of State for Political Affairs 

Approved a program of cooperation for nuclear bomb support of non-US 
paT^,';!!^"?* Multi-Role Combat Aircraft (MRCA) and added the 

3bl-2/B6i-3 bombs to previously approved programs of cooperation. 

226. Memorandu m from the Deputy Secretary of Defense 27 Aug 1974 

to the President 

Requesting approval of the FY 1975 Nuclear Weapons Deployment Plan. 
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211. Memorandum from Dr. Kissinger to the Secretary of 24 Oct 1972 

Defense 

Notified SecDef of Presidential approval of the transfer of custody 
to the Air National Guard. ^ 

212. Memorandum from the Deputy Secretary of Defense 1 Noy 1972 
to the Chairman. JCS 

Notified JCS of Presidential approval of the ANG proposal and gave 
authority and guidance on implementaclon. 

213. Joint State/Defense Memorandum to the President late Nov 1972 

Forwarding a study summari sing rhi» ^>y^^r^<>^^ ud military impact of 
removal of nuclear weapons! 




2U. JCSM-43-73 to tte Secretary of Defense ■' 2 Feb 1973 

Submission of the proposed FY 1974 nuclear weap6n8 deployment plan. 

215. Memorandum from Dr. Kissinger to the Secretary 7 Feb 1973 
of Defense 

Approval of FY aircraf tM||HM|and request for contemplated timing 
of the return. 

216. Memorandum from the Deputy Secretary of Defense 16 May 1973 

CO Dr. Kissinger 

Informed that F-4s were still committed to SEA, that SIOP alert 
imHpB remained valid and would be advised when aircraft become 
available to resume SIOP. 

217.. Memorandum from the Deputy Secretary of Defense 8 Jun 1973 

to the President 

Requesting approval of the FY74 Nuclear Weapons Deployment Plan. 

218. NSDM 226 from Dr. Kissinger to the Secretaries 18 Jul 1973 

of State and Defense and the Chairman. Atomic 
Energy Commission 

Approved the FY 1974 nuclear weapons deployment authorization. 
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235. NSDM 300 fron the President to the Secretaries of 16 Jul 1975 
State and Defense 

Approved the FY 1976-1977 nuclear weapons deployment plan; withheld 
approval of the SACEUR Reserve concept; requested rationale for proposed 
reductions and requested revised deployaent tables reflecting 
decisions in this KSDM. 

236. Menorandum from t he Secretary of Defense to the President 1 Aug 1975 

Foxvarded rationale and revised deployaent tables that were requested 
in HSDM 300. 

237. JCSM-A22-75 to the Secretary of Defense 4 Dec 1975 
Submitted the proposed FY 1977-1978 Nuclear Uaapon Deployment Plan. 

238. Report. " Improving the Effectiveness of MAlD's Theater 19 Dee 1975 
Nuclear Forces (UV ^ ^— 

239. Memorandum from ATSDf AE) to the Director. Joint Staff 16 Dec 1975 
Authorized removal of remaining itonest John /SSfa eadslBBM Hi] f 1 

240. JCSM> 20-76 to the Secretary of Defense 19 Jsn 1976 

Submitted site-by-site review study and recommendations for site 
consolidations and closures. 

241. Memorandum from G eneral Scowcroft to the Secretary of 27 Jan 1976 

Defense 

Transmitted Presidential a pproval of an additional BjSposeidon reentry 
vehicles] f or fl^B^^H^^B 

242. JCSM-127-76 to the Secretary of Defense 5 Apr 1976 

Reques^^Presidential approval be sought to remove all ASW weapons 
from 



243. NSDM 328 from General Scowcroft to the Secretaries of 4 May 1976 

State and Defense 

Provided notification that the President had approved a modification 
of SSBil commitments to NATO. 
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227. JCSM"&04-7A cc the Secretary of Defense 7 Oct 1974 

Reporting on their reexamination of the storage problem. 



228. NSDM 274 from Dr. KissinRer to the Secretary of 8 Oct 1974 
Defense, Deputy Secretary of State and the 

Chairman. Atomic Energy Commission 

Approved the FY75 nuclear weapons deployment authorization. 

229. Memorandu m from the Deputy Secretary of Defense 16 Apr 1975 
to the President 

Requesting approval of the FY 1976 Nuclear Weapons Deployment Plan. 

230. Memorandum from Gen eral Scovcroft to General Wictoam 30 Apr 1975 

Informing Defense that the President directed that there would be no 
withdrawal of US forces or nuclear weapons overseas areas without 
his expressed approval. 

231. Memorandum from Gen eral Scoweroft to General Wickham 23 May 1975 

ThfiJwident A^ftipved verbal request to remove fioidcr theater nuclear- 
weapons from Guam j Eor retirement. ^™ 

222. Report. WASH«1212. A History of the Nuclear Weapons 22 Feb 1973 

Stockpile (U) FY 1945-FY 1972 and the FY 1973 
Supplement dated 1 July 1974, published by the 
Division of Military Application. U. S. Energy Research 
and Development Administration 

233. Report, to the United States Congress in Compliance April 1975 
with Public Law 93-365. entitled: "The Theater 

Nuclear Force Posture in Europe," published by 
the Office of the Secretary of Defense and available 
from the Defense Documentation Center. Alexandria 
Virginia 223U, 

234. Memorandum from General Scoweroft to the Secretary of 30 Jun 1975 

Defense. 

Informed SecDef that the President had authorized continuation of the 
FY 75 deployments pending his decision on the FY 76 plan. 
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Menorandiim fron the Deputy ATSDfAE^ to the Director . 17 Feb 1977 
Joint Staff ^ *w 



j;orwarded_StflKft,pepar tment concurrence in withdrawing renainina 
i nuclear weapons froa fl^HI^^^^HB 

254. Letter from General Haig to the Secretary of Def«.n«. 25 Feb 1977 

Acknowledged the 17 Jan SecDef letter, informed the SecDef that terms 
of reference and development of US position on site assessment was 
undenji^nd^^^g^oi^on, if opportune, open discussions separately 

255. DJSH-409-77 to the ATSP( af^ ^ ^^^^ 

firy'^M^.lJS'^^i"''^'''' "^^^ * ^'^^ had been scheduled 

for 7 March and requested that State be so informed. 



256. 



257. 



258. 



Deputy ATSDCAE), Letter to the Director, linr«>« • ' " i ^sr 1977 
Politico-Military Affairs. State 

^^rSfi^bLhrj* f° ^^^^^ ^he FY 1977 deployment authorization 

for B61 bombs in support of allied squadrons in Europe. 

Deputy ATSD(AE) Memora ndum to the Director. Joint Staff 4 Mar 1977 

|||U||te^^eUatlon of 7 March schedule of weapons removal fromMl 
^^^^^■due to political concerns expressed by State Department^^ 

Letter from Director. Bureau of Pol itico-Mllltarv « Mar 1977 

Affairs to the ATSdTaE) ——^^^^ n«t 

zition?** concurrence in change to the FY 1977 deployment authori- 



259; 



Secretary of Defense Memorandun to the Assistant is Mar 1977 

to the Pr esident for National Security Affairs ~ 

Requesting approval of a change to the FY 19 77 Deploy ment Authorization 
delaying removal of B61 bombs from^^ ' «»t not nation 



^^0- Military Assistant to the Secretary of Defense 

Memorandum to the Assis tant to the President for 
National Security Affairs " — ^— ~ 



26 Mar 1977 



Providing notification that removal of fbomb s f rom<^^^^^^^^^ 

would be delays due to State desiring TS^r^ent-plSjiT ^SSS^^ 
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2^*- Meaorandun from the President's National Security 25 May 1976 

Advisor to the National Security Council Defense 
Review Panel 

Reconeaded Che FY 1977-1978 Nuclear Weapons Deployment Plan be 
forwarded to the President without an NSC meeting. 

245. Memorandum from the Deputy ATSD(AE) to the Director . 7 Jun 1976 
Joint Staff 



Authorized the removal of all ASH weapons 

2*6. NSDM 332 from the President's National Security Advisor 7 Jul 1976 
to the Secretaries of State and Defense 

Approved the FY 1977-1978 Nuclear Weapons Deployment Flan. 

• Memorandim from - the Secretary of Defense to the . 21 Jul 1976 

ChairmaiK Joint Chiefs of Staff 



(V) (" 



Directed an early effort to withdraw d^weagons from 

2*8- Letter from the Dep uty ATSD(AE) to Director. Bureau of 1 Oct 1976 
Politico-Military Affairs. State Department 



Requested concurrence in removing weapons from fl^^Hm^^B. it)' 

249. Memorandum from the Secretary of Defense to the 10 Nov 1976 

Chairman. Joint Chiefs of Staff 

Concurred in /closing 23 storage^ sit'wj ad recommended in JCSM-20-76 and liT)! 1 
provided additional guidance. ^ 



250. Memorandtm from the President's National Security 18 Dec 1976 

Advisor to the Secretary of .Defense 

Advised that the President ^iwd decided to delay withdrawal of the 
Sergeant Missile BattalionMMflBuntil further notice. 



251. ATSD(A£) Memorandum to the Director. Joint Staff 3 Jan 1977 

' L * ' 

Provided notification of Presidential decision to delay withdrawal /. 
of the S ergeant [warheads ^B^^I^Jjp 

252. Letter from the Se cretary of Defense to General Hajg 17 Jan 1977 

Suggested delay in closing seven Central Region sites, requested / x A 

examination of the en tire .site consolida tion issue and agreed to delay f K ' ' 
site discussions wit h^^MHHHfl^ft 
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270. DJS»-1550«77 to the ATSD^ A£) 5 g^p j^g„ 

Provided noclficacloix of|BBj|HBHpBBconoeatlon,_co«pll^^ 

weapons moveaent, and reduction of^^Blites foriiril to loT? 

271- ATSD(AE) Letter to Director. Burea u of Polltlco-Mllltarv 14 Sep X977 
Affairs. State Departnent — ^ 1 *^ . 

Forwarded FY 1978-1979 Nuclear Weapons Deployment Authorization Plan 
for departaental concurrence* - 
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Me°orandum from the A ssistant to the President for 31 Mar 1977 

National Security A ffairs to the Secretary of Defense 

Approved the FY 1977-1978 deployment plan change concerning B61 bonbs 
in Europe. t 

Dep uty ATSD(AE) to the Director . 14 Apr 1977 

P|ojid^notlfi£ation that State concurred again with reaoval from 
l^H^^^HIp requested initiation to remove the weapons, and 

that OATSD(AEr-Ee informed when withdrawal was complete. 

263. Deputy ATSD(AE) Menar andum to Director. Joint Staff 20 Apr 1977 

Forwarded approval in FY 1977-1978 deployment authorization change 
concerning B61 boabs in Europe. 

DJat-ySS'T? to the ATSDfAE^ 26 Apr 1977 

Pgvidedjgtification that aU nuclear weapons were removed from IB 'kl^" 
OBHII^by airlift on 23 AprU 1977. ^ vP' 

Deputy ATSD(AE) Letter tn B ureau of East A«l^n m^A 27 Apr 1977 

Pacitie Aff airs. State Dep art«>nr ' ^ 

Confirmed removal of all nuclear weapons £romi||i||BB|£on 23 April fCf'} 

-66- CM-1524-77 to the Se cretary of Defense u Jul 1977 

Reque^^^cretary of Defense approval to withdraw ^'tactical bondiS; (k)('' 

Secretary of Defense M emorandum to the Chairman . 27 Jul 1977 

Joint Chiefs of StaTf 

Approved withdraral of tactical bombs ^m^H^^after July 26, 1977. 

2*^- CM-1585-77 to the Secretary of Defense 22 Aug 77 

Requested Secre tary of Defen se approval to withdraufif ground force 
nuclear weapons |B||HV^uring October-December 1977. (Approved 
23 August 1977) ^ ^ 

2*'- ATSD(AE) Memorandum to the Seererarv of Defense 9 Sep 1977 

forSppr^I?! " 1977-1978 Nuclear Weapons Deployment Plan 
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CHRONOLOGY 
DEPLOYMENTS BY COUNTRY (U) 



COUNTRY WEAPON 




INITIAL ENTRY WITHDRAWN 



Alaska 


Noimu clear Bomb 


Nov 55 


Jun 67 




Bomb 


Jan. 56 


Jun 75 




Genie 


Sep 57 


Sep 60 




Depth Boob 


Jul 38 






ADM 


Jan-Mar 61 


Jun 70 




Falcon 


Apr'-'Jun 61 / 


Jun 70 




ISSoan Howitzer 


Feb 67 


Jun 75 




Nike Hercules 


JaO'-Har 70 






Nonnuclear Bomb 


Jul-Dec' 50 


Jun 71 




Bomarc 


Jan— Mar 66 


Jun 72 




Genie 


May 65 






Falcon 


Jul 65 


Dec 66 




Defpth Bomb 


Feb 68 


Jun 70 




^0 Bomb 


Feb 56 


Mar-May 56 




— Regulus 


Mar-Hay 56 


Oct-Dec 64 




Talos 


Oct -Dec ■ 64 


Dee t5 


Cuba 


Nonnuclear Depth Bomb 


Dec 61 


Jul -Sep 63 




Bomb 


Feb 58 


Oct-Dec 58 




Nike Hercules 


Nov 59 


Jul 65 


Guam 


Nonnuclear Bomb 


Jul 50 






Bomb 


Jun 51 






Depth Bomb 


Jun-Aug 57 






Regulus 


Sep-Nov 57 


Apr-Jun 64 




Nike Hercules 


Jun 61 


Jun 69 




Boaf 


Jan-Mar 62 


Apr-Jun 63 




Hotpoint 


Jan-Mar 62 


Oct-Dec 64 




Lacrosse 


Apr-Jun 62 


Oct-Dec 63 




Little John 


Apr- Jun 62 


Jun 69 




Honest John 


Apr-Jun 62 






ADM 


Apr-Jun 64 






Davy Crockett . 


Jan 63 


Jun 69 




8-inch Howitzer t 


Jun 65 
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COUNTRY 



Guam (cont . ) 



Hawaii 



Midway 



WEAPON 


INITIAL ENTRY 


WITHDRAWN 


lalos 1 


Jul 65 


Jun 69 


As tor 


Hans £ C 

Nov 05 


Mar 74 




Jan Ob 






nar oo 


Jan d7 


1 ^ Sfimi Hnu4 ^ v a ip 


Mbw Aft 

nay oo 






Jul DO 


Aug DO 


niKc nercuxcs 


Jun Oo 


Jun 69 


DOOD 


Jul 54 


Jun 69 


Deptn Somb 


Dec 55-Feb 56 




Regulus 


Mar-May 56 


Jan-Mar 65 


Boar 


Sep-Nov 56 


Apr-Jun 63 


Honest John 


Jun-Aug 57 


Jun 75 


o~incn novitzer 


Oct-Dec 58 


Jun 72 


Aon 


Jan-Mar 59 


Jun 75 


Hocpoint 


Jan-Mar 60 


Oct-Dec 64 


iixitc ncr^cuj.c5 


Jul-Sep oO 


Jun 73 




Apr- Jun o£ 


Oct DO 


Talos 


Oct-Dec 63 


Aug 68 


ASROC 


Oct-Dec 63 


Aa LU £ 


Apr -Jun 64 




Davy Crockett 


Apr-Jun 64 


Jun 69 


ISSonn Howitzer 


Oct-Dec 64 


Jun 75 


Terrier 


Mar 65 


Sep 66 


Subroc 


Aug 65 




Falcon 


Hay 66 


Jun 67 


Nonnuclear Bomb 


Feb 56 


Jun 66 


Bomb 


Sep 56 


Sep-Dec 59 


Nonnuclear Boob 


Dec 54-Feb 55 


Jun 65 


Thnr- 
X no £ 


Jul-Sep o4 


Jun 71 


Nike Zeus 


Jul-Dec 63 


Jul 66 


Depth Bomb 


Jul 61 


Jun 65 


Nonnuclear Bomb > 


Jul-Sep 53 


Jun 65 


Bomb / 


May 54 


Sep 63 


Depth Bomb / 


Sep-Nov 57 


Mar 61 
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COUKTRY 




Puerto Rico 




WEAPON 


INITIAL ENTRY 


WITHDRAWN 


— — 1 

Nozmudear Bomb | 


Jul 54 


Tiin 


67 


Bomb 


Dec 54-Feb 55 


Jun 




ZSDnim gun 


Dec 55-Feb 56 


Tim 

jun 




6- inch Howitzer 


Jun-Aug 57 


Jun ' 


7*5 


Matador 


Sep-Nov 57 


WW 


60 

WW 


Depth Boob 


Dec 57-Feb 58 


Jun 


72 


ADM 


Feb-May 58 


Jun 


72 


Honest John 


Dec 57-Feb 58 


Jun 


72 


Nike Hercules 


Jan-Mar 59 


Jun 


72 


Corporal 


Mar 60 


Jun 


65 


Hotpoinc 


Jul-Sep 60 


Dec 


60 * 


lacrosse ' 


Oct-Dec 60 


WW 


63 


Mace' 


Apr-Jun 61 


Jun 


70 


Falcon 


Jul-Sep 61 


Jun 


72 


Little John 


Apr-Jun 62 


Dec 


68 


Asroc 


jan—nar dj 


A saw 

Apr 


OO 


Terrier 


Jan-Mar 64 


Jun 


AA 


Davy Crockett 


Apr-Jun 64 


Dec 


AR 
DO 


155iaD Howitzer 


May 66 


jun 


79 
1 A 


Bomb 


Dec 57 


Jun 


77 


Depth Bomb 


Dec 57 


Jun 


74 


Hot point 


Jan-Mar 61 


Sep 


61 


Falcon 


AoT^Jun 62 


Tttvi 


71 


Terrier 


Feb 65 


Jun 


67 


Asroc 


Mar 65 


Jun 


74 


Talos 


Jul 65 


Jun 


74 


Bomb 


Jun 56 


Ttin 


72 


Depth Bomb 


Apr-Jun 61 


Jun 


76 
/ J 


Honest John 


Jan 58 






2801011 gun 


Jan 58 


Jun 


62 


8- inch Howitzer 


Jan 58 






ADM 


Jan 58 






Bomb 


Mar 58 






Lacrosse 


Jul-Sep 60 


Dec 


63 


Nike Hercules 


Jan-Mar 61 






Davy Crockett 


Jul-Sep 62 


Jun 


68 


Sergeant / 


Jul-Sep 63 






ISSms Howitzer / 


Oct -Dec 64 
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COUNTRY 



WEAPON 



INITIAL ENTRY 



WITHDRAWN 



Bonb 


Mar 


58 




Jun 


65 


Depth Boob 


Oct-DftC 


59 


Jul 


76 


Falcon 


Apr- 


-Jxrn 


62 


Jun 


64 


Asroc 


Aug 


65 




Nov 


65 


Talos 


Oct 


68 




Nov 


68 


Matador / 


Jan 


5B 




Jun 


62 


Bonb / 


Jan-Har 


60 


•Jul 


74 
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CHRONOLOGY 
DEPLOYMENTS BY COUNTRY (U) 
NATO EUROPE 



COUNTRY 



UEAPON 



INITIAL ENTRY 



WITHDRAWN 




United 
Kingdom 



West Germany 



J) ODD 


Nov 


63 




Nonnudesr Bono 


Aug 


58 




Boob 


Oct 


60 




Honest John 


Dec 


61 




O'Lncn novitser 


Apr- 


-Jun 


62 


NXlce Hercules 


Oct- 


-Dec 


63 


Boob 


Apr 


57 




Co rpor&l 


Aug 


.56 




nones b Jonn 


Aug 


56 






Jan->Mar 




Jupiter 


Jun 


60 




Nike Hercules 


Oct- 


-Dec 


60 




Jan-Mar 


D«l 


dergesnc 


Jan- 


-Mar 


c / 
OH 


Lance 


Jan- 


•Feb 


76 


DeptH Bcnb 


Jan- 


Mar 


72 


DOIuO 


Apr 


60 




Honest John 


Jun 


61 




o xncn novxczer 


Oct- 


-Dec 


62 


Bomb 


Feb 


59 




Honest John 


May 


59 




Jupiter 


Oct 


61 




8- inch Howitzer 


Jun 


65 




Bomb 


Sep- 


•Nov 


54 


THOR (Strat) 


Oct- 


■Dec 


58 


Depth Bomb 


Jan 


68 




Bomb 


Mar- 


Mav 


55 


Matador 


Apr 


55* 




280imii gun 


Apr 


55 




Honest John 


May 


55 





Jan-Mar 60 



Sep 64 
Jun 76 



Jun 63 
Jun 76 



Jun 63 



Sep 63 



Sep 62 
Dec 60 
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COIOTRY 



WEAPON 



INITIAL ENTRY 



WITHDRAWN 



West Germany 
(cont.) 



Corporal 


Jun-Aug 


55 


Mar 


67 


8-inch Howitzer 


Mar-May 


56 






ADM 


Mar-May 


57 






Red scone 


May- Sep 


58 


Jun 


64. 


Nike Hercules 


Apr-Jun 


59 






Mace 


Oct-Dec 


59 


Jun 


69 


Lacrosse 


Apr-Jun 


60 


Dec 


63 


Falcon 


Jul-Sep 


61" 


Jun 


70 


Davy Crockett 


Oct-Dec 


61 


Aug 


67 


Bullpup (ASH) 


Jul-Sep 


62 


Sep 


63 


Sergeant 


Apr-Jun 


63 






Pershing 


Apr-Jun 


64 






ISSnrn Hovitzer 


Feb 65 








Walleye f 


Jun 72 








Lance ^ / 


Jan-Mar 
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May 23, 1975 
Jun 30. 1975 
Jul 16, 1975 

Aug 1, 1975 
Jan 27, 1976^ 

May 4, 191% 
Jul 7, 1976 

Jul 19. 1976 
Dec 18, 1976 

Mar 18, 1977 

Mar 31, 1977 

Apr 23, 1977 



^ JLUiLI 



General Scowcroft notified General Wickham that 
the president had approved a request to remove 
^fkold weapons from Guam^to retirement. 

General Scowcroft notified the Secretary* of Defense 
that the President authorized a continuation of FY 75 
deployments pending decision on the FY 76 plan. 

NSDM 300 authorized the FY 7 6>r7_N WDP. "The 
President approved a ceiling^of^m^fos NATO Europe. 
The tot al authorized for dispersal outside CONUS was 
[jjB pBy It also requested the rationale used in developing 
the plan and that revised tables reflecting Presidential i 
changes be submitted. 

Secretary of Defense forwarded the rationale and revised 
deployment tables to the President. 

General Scowcroft informed the Secretary of Defense that 

the President approved an assignment of an additional 



NSDM 328 provided Presidential approval of modificatioh 
to SSBK commitments to NATO. 

NSDM 332 authorized the ..F Y 77-78 NWDP. The President 
approve d^ a ce iling of .^B Bf o r/ NA TO Europe. The total i* 
authorized for dispersal outside CONUS| was ^ 

All nuclear weapons were removec ^^ fro m 



General Scowcroft informed the Secretary of Defense that 
the President had decided to delay withdrawal of the 
Sergeant missile battalion. 




Secretary of Defense requested approval from the 
President to delay withdrawal/ of {|| B61 bozxibs from 



General Scowcroft informed the Secretary of Defense 
of Presidential approval in delaying 1b61 bomb with* 
drawali 



All nuclearjveapons were removed by air 
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APPENDIX F 



POLICY STATEMENT 
FOR 

• CUSTODY OF NUCI-EAR WARHEADS FOR 
ARMY NATIONAL GUARD NIKE -HERCULES (U) 

1 . The custody of nuclear weapons deployed with the Army National 
Guard uaaits , at all times until released for use, will be with members of the 
Army National Gtiard who are employed by the Federal Government as National 
Guard technicians . Release of these weapons for tactical employment will be 
authorized only by officers of the U.S. Armed Forces on active duty through 

a Federal chain of command. 

2. Active Army Commanders will exercise their command responsibility 
for the custody and control of deployed nuclear warheads for Army National 
Guard NIKE -HERCULES units through a Federal chain of command to include 
responsibility for: the transfer, movement, and access to nuclear weapons 
and the maintenance of accountability of nuclear weapons . Accountability of 
nuclear warheads will be maintained by Active Army Accountable Officers of 
Army Area commands. The Active Army Commander's other responsibilities 
for safety, security, storage, and maintenance of nuclear weapons at the sites 
may be discharged for him by the participating States through their National 
Guard chain of command as mutually agreed with each Governor concerned. 



GUIDANCE FOR CUSTODY AND CONTROL OF WARHEADS 
FOR ARl^-IY NATIONAL GUARD NIKE -HERCULES (U) 

1 . (U) Purpose . To establish the policy of responsibilities for custody and 
control of nuclear warheads for the NIKE -HERCULES /MK 31 System when 
issued to the Army National Guard. 

2 . (U) EmplovTnent of Nuclear Weapons . Nuclear weapons will be provided 
for tactical employment by Army National Guard air defense units in 
accordance with: 

a. The appropriate (1) rules of engagement or (2) interception and 
engagement instructions and procedures. 

b. The authority and conditions specified by the commander of the unified 
command. 
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3. i£) Policy . The custody of nuclear weapons dispersed at National Guard 
areas (on site) at all times until released for use, will be with members of the 
Army National Guard who are employed by the Federal Government as National 
Guard technicians . Release of these weapons for tactical employment will be 
authorized only by officers of the U.S. Armed Forces on active duty through 

a Federal chain of command. 

4. Custody of Nuclear Warheads for Armv National Guard NIKE « HER C ULES . 

a. Custody of Nuclear Warheads . Custody is the responsibility for: 

(1) the control of transfer, movement, and access to atomic weapons and (2) the 
maintenance of accountability of atomic weapons including nuclear and non- 
nuclear components . (AEC-DoD Stockpile Operations Agreement, March 1967) 

b. Custodial Requirements . The custodial requirements for National 
Guard technicians are: 

(D-The transfer and movement of nuclear weapons within National 
Guard areas (sites) will be controlled for the responsible Active Army Commande 
by custodians who are members of the Army National Guard employed by the 
Federal Government as National Guard techaiicians . An Active Army Connmander 
will be directly responsible for transfer and movement of nuclear weapons to and 
from such areas . 

(2) The senior National Guard technician on duty at each site will con- 
trol access to nuclear weapons for the responsible Active Army Commander. 
Access shoxild be controlled to the extent that it would take an act offeree against 

an individual in a National Guard technician status and, therefore, against the 
Federal Government to gain unauthorized access to a nuclear weapon. 

(3) Army Accountability Requirements . An Active Army Accountable 
Officer under an appropriate command will maintain accountability of nuclear 
weapons.. 

5 . yti Release of Nuclear Warheads Dispersed to Armv National Guard 
NIKX -HERCULES Sites . 

a. Control procedures will be established to prevent the launching of a 
nuclear -armed missile prior to authorized release for operational employment. 

b. NIKE -HERCULES arm plugs will be inserted in missiles only when 
authorized by appropriate Active Army authority. At all other times, arm 
plugs will be removed and safeguarded as a positive means of preventing 
unauthorized arming. t^rfXTW^ 
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6 . (Of Command Responsibilities . In addition to responsibility for custody 
of nuclear weapons as described above, the Commander in Chief, U.S. Army, 
Pacific (CINCUSARPAC) and the Commanding General, U.S. Army Air Defense 
Command (CGARADCOM), retain command responsibility for safety, secxirity, 
storage, and maintenance of these weapons. By mutxial agreement with the 
Governors of the States concerned, CINCUSARPAC and CGARADCOM are 
authorized to discharge these foisr latter responsibilities through the appro- 
priate National Guard chain of command. This authorization is effective for 
so long as the National Guard conforms to pertinent directives. In exercising 
these responsibilities for safety, security, storage, and maintenance, appro- 
priate Active Army Commanders will inspect Army National Guard air defense 
imits and will provide such directives as may be required. The National Guard 
technicians will observe the proper implementation of these responsibilities. 

7. (U) Safety. The safety rules for the NIKE -HERCULES nuclear weapon 
system must be understood and complied with l/ National Guard personnel 
concerned. _ - 

8 . Security . 

a. Installation Security. Installation security of on-site nuclear weapons 
and all associated equipment is the responsibility of the State National Guard 
concerned. National Guard commanders will provide adeqiiate guards to pro- 
tect nuclear weapons and associated equipment located on-site. They will 

ensure the coordination and implementation of prescribed security measures. 
Detailed nuclear weapons security plans will be submitted to CINCUSARPAC 
or CGARADCOM for. review and approval. 

b. Security Clearances , The appropriate security clearance will be 
obtained for each National Guard member before he may carry out his specific 
duty in support of this plan. 

c . Security Devices. As an aid to maintaining effective custody and 
security, intrusion alarm devices and sentry dogs will be used when practicable. 

9. (U) Storage and Maintenance. The State National Guard concerned is 
responsible for proper storage and organizational maintenance of on-site 

nuclear warheads, utilizing as appropriate the authorized storage, maintenance, 
and assembly facilities made available by the Active Army. Appropriately 
trained and cleared National Guard personnel will accomplish organizational 
maintenance of nuclear warheads. 
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10. (U) Custodial Personnel . All National Guard technicians given custody 
of weapons will be officers, warrant officers, or enlisted personnel employed 
by the Federal Government as National Guard tecfasiciass responsive to the 
Secretary of Defens e through a Federal chain of command. They will be 
qualified by training and/or experience and will have appropriate security 
clearances. Personnel and medical records will be screened, and behavior 
of individuals will be observed continually in order to detect promptly and /or 
prevent aberrant actions . _ 

11. (U) Inspections . Army National Guard NIKE -H£KC UL£5 units equipped 
with a nuclear weapon system will be subject to inspection by representatives 
of agencies such as the appropriate unified or Army command » Department 
of the Army,- or DASA. 

12. (U) Agreement . A mutual agreemoit between the Governor of a 
participating State and CINCUSARPAC or CGARADCOM, or their designated 
representatives, consistent with this policy, will be negotiated, prior to the 
transfer of custody of nuclear weapons to National Guard technicians . The 
agreement will state explicitly that the National Guard technicians granted 
custody of nuclear weapons are under the sole final authority of a Federal 
chain of command in relation to their custodial responsibilities. Such 
agreement will be subject to approval by the commander of the apprc^riate 
unified command. 
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APPENDIX G 

POUCY STATEMENT FOR CUSTODY OF . 
NUCLEAR WEAPONS FOR AIR NATIONAL GUARD (U) 



1. ^ The custody of nuclear weapons deployed with Air National Guard 
units will, at all times until nuclear weapons axe released for use, be with 
active duty US Air Force personnel or with members of the Air National 
Guard who are employed by the Federal Govemmext as Air National Guard 
technicians. Release of these weapons for employment will be authorized 
only by officers of the US Armed Forces on active duty, through a Federal 
chain of command. . 

2. Active Air Force commanders will exercise their conmiand re- 
sponsibilities for the custody of deployed nuclear weapons for Air National 
Guard imits through a Federal chain of command. These responsibilities 
include the transfer and movement of, access to, and accountability for 
nuclear weapons and components . The active Air Force commander's other 
responsibilities for safety, security, storage, and maintenance of nuclear 
weapons may be discharged for him by the participating states, through 
their Air National Guard chain of command, as mutually agreed with the 
govenor of each state concerned. 



GUIDANCE FOR CUSTODY OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS FOR THE 
AIR NATIONAL GUARD. FIGHTER -INTERCEPTOR AIRCRAFT (U) 

1 . (U) Purpose. To establish policy and responsibilities for custody of 
nuclear weapons when assigned to the Air National Guard (ANG) for em|k»y 
ment in conjunction with fighter -interceptor aircraft. 

2. (U) Employment of Nuclear Weapons . Nuclear weapons will be provided 
for employment by ANG air defense units in accordance with: 

a. The appropriate rules of engagement, or interception and engage- 
ment instructions and procedures. 

b. The authority and conditions specified by the commander of the 
appropriate unified command. 

3 . ^ Policy . The custody of nuclear weapons deployed with ANG units 
will, at all times until nuclear weapons are released for use, be with active 
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POLICY AMD GUIDAMCE STA1'EM£ICTS 
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CUSTODY OF 13UCI£AR WEAPOMS FOR 
AIR NATIONAL GUARD 

"IGHTER-IKTSRCEPTOR AIRCRAFT (U) 
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duty US Air Force personnel or with members of the ANG who are employed 
by the Federal Government as Air National Guard technicians . Release of 
these weapons for employment will be authorized only by officers of the US 
Armed Forces on active duty, through a Federal chain of concunand, 

4. Custody of Nuclear Weapons for ANG Units . 

a. Custody of Nuclear Weapons . Custody is the control of transfer 
and movement of, access to, and accountability for nuclear weapons and 
components . 

b« Custodial Requirements . 

(1) The transfer and movement of nuclear weapons by ANG units will 
be controlled for the responsible active Air Force commander by custodians 
who are active Air Force personnel or who are members of the ANG, em- 
ployed by the Federal Government as Air National Guard technicians. An 
active Air^brce commander will be directly responsible for transfer and 
movemoit of nuclear weapons to and from such units . 

(2) The senior ANG technician on duty in a unit, not collocated witli 
a similar active Air Force unit, will control access to nuclear weapons for 
the responsible active Air Force commander. Access will be controlled to 
the extent that it would take an act of force against an individual in a National 
Guard technician status and, therefore, against the Federal Goveznment to 
gain unauthorized access to a nuclear weapon. For ANG units collocated 
with similar active Air Force units, access to auclear weapons may be con- 
trolled by active duty US Air Force personnel or by ANG technicians. 

(3) Accountability for nuclear weapons will be in accordance with 
established Air Force procedures . 

5 . j^) Release and Expenditure of Nuclear Weapons Deployed to ANG Units . 
Control procedures will be established to insure that nuclear weapons are not 
expended until receipt and authentication of an order conveying US Presidential 
authorization for the release of nuclear weapons. 

6 . yzf^ Command Responsibilities . In addition to responsibility for custody 
of nuclear weapons as described above, the Commander, US Air Force 
Aerospace Defense Command (ADC), retains command responsibility for 
safety, security, storage, and maintenance of these weapons . CINCONAD 
or the Commander, ADC, is authorized to enter into appropriate agreement 
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with governors of states concerned for the discharge of these four latter 
responsibilities through the appropriate ANG chain of command. Appropriate 
active Air Force commanders will inspect ANG air defense units and will pro- 
vide such directives as may be required. 

7. (U) Safety . Safety rules and Air Force directives for Air Force fighter - 
interceptor nuclear weapon systems used by active Air Force units will be 
applicable to ANG units . 

8. ^) Security . . 

a. Installation Security. The security provided for nuclear weapons with 
ANG units will be comparable to that required for similar resources is the 
custody of active Air Force units . ANG commanders will provide sufficient 
security personnel to protect nuclear weapons and associated equipment wherever 
active Air Force security personnel are not provided. They also will insure the 
coordination and implementation of prescribed security measures. The com- 
mander responsible^or security will submit detailed nuclear weapons security 
plans to the ADC for review and approval. 

b. Security Clearances . The appropriate security clearances for each 
member of the ANG will be obtained in accordance with DoD and Service 
directives before he may be assigned responsibilities in support of this policy. 

9. (U) Storage and Maintenance. Properly trained and cleared ANG 
personnel will accomplish storage and maintenance of nuclear weapons. 

In cases where nontechnician ANG personnel accomplish storage and main- 
tenance of nuclear weapons, they will always be under the direct supervision 
of technician personnel. For ANG xmits collocated with similar active Air 
Force units, storage and maintenance of nuclear weapons may be accomplished 
by active Air Force personnel. 

10. (U) Convoy and Loading . Properly trained and cleared nontechnician 
ANG personnel are authorized to perform those operations relating to oh -base 
convoy and loading of nuclear weapons . These operations will always be 
monitored by an ANG technician ^ 

11 . (U) Custodial Personnel. All ANG technicians given custody of nuclear 
weapons will be officers « warrant officers, or enlisted personnel employed 

by the Federal Government as ANG technicians responsive to the Secretary 
of Defense through a Federal chain of command. They will be qualified and 
will have appropriate security clearances. 



12. (U) Hximan Reliability Program . The provisions of the US Air Force 
Human Reliability Program apply for each member of the ANG assigned 
responsibilities in support of this policy. 

13. (U) Inspections . ANG units equipped with a nuclear weapon system will 
be subject to inspection by representatives of the appropriate unified or Air 
Force command, the Department of the Air Force, and the Defense Nuclear 
Agency* 

14. (U) Agreement, An agreement between the governor of a participating 
state and the ADC or its designated representative, consistent with this policy, 
will be in effect'prior to the transfer of custody of nuclear weapons to ANG 
technicians . The agreement will state explicitly that tiie ANG technicians 
granted custody of nuclear weapons are \mder the sole final authority of a 
Federal chain of command with respect to their custodial responsibilities. 
Such agreement will be subject to approval by the Commander, ADC. 
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SECRCT - 

TYPES OF NUCLEAR AGREEMEWTS 



Atomic Stockpile 


A. 


Gov't Bilateral Agreement between United States and a user Nation 


Agreement 


B. 


Provides for introduction and storage within a Country 


(Umbrella 


C. 


Provides Policy Guidance for- 


Agreement) 




(1) Custody, SecurVy, Safety aHd Release of weapon 






(2) Cost sharing arrangements and contruction criteria 


Atomic Cooperation 


A. 


Gov't level Bilateral Agreement between United States andauser 


Agreement (Section 144B 




Nation 


Atomic Energy Act) 


B. 


Exchange of Atomic information useful for mutual Defense Purposei 






(Atomic iLnergy Act l^S" "L od-477; 


Service -Level 


A. 


Bilateral technical agreement between Military Services of the 


Agreements 




United States and the user nation 




B. 


Implement government-level stockpile agreement 






provisions ot scocRpiie agreement expanaea ana ampiiiiea in ueiaii 




D. 


Defines and assigns responsibilities 






(1) Command relationship, security, safety custody, etc. 


"Third party*' stockpile 


A. 


Governmental-level agreement between United States - Third 


agreements 




nation -and user nation 




B. 


Stockpiling within territorial limits third nation for use by NATO 






committed forces of signatory user nation 




C. 


Service-level agreements required to implement this agreement 
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STATUS OP AGREEMENTS AND ARRANGEMENTS FOR 
KUCIfAR WEAPONS SUPPORT OF NON-U. S. NATO FORCES 



COUNTRY 



COOFERATION 

AGREi7u;rrrs 

(Sec. lUUb, A.E. Act) 



ATCWIC STOCKPILE AGREEMENTS 



SERVICE-T0»8EBVICB TECHNICAL ARRANGEMENTS 




• 5 May 1959 
•27 Jul 1959 

•U Aug 1959 

• 3 Dec i960 

• 7 May I959 
"?7 Jul 1961 

■27 Jul 1959 
»22 J«n i960 
"27 Jul 1959 



•22 May 1959 
■16 Aug 1963 

•22 Feb 1958 (f) 

• «< Aug 1958 
•18 Nov 1958 (h) 

• 6 Jul 1961 
■13 Hay 1963 (i) 

22 Jun 1955 (e) 
•18 Jun 196l» 



IN COUNTRY 


THIRD COUHTRY 


USATE 


NAVEUR 


USAREUR 


LANTFLT 


20 Nov 195f8 
•17 Mar 1962 




) Jul 1959 


(b) 


28 Feb 1959 




"30 Dec 1959 




3 Hay I960 


(b) 


17 Jun 1960 




■13 Jan 19(>? 




1 Apr 1963 




1 Apr 1963 





•27 Har 1959 
•22 Jan I96O 
•26 Jan I96O 
•30 Sep 1963 



9 JM 1952 
» > Aug 1961 
20 Feb I96I1 



• 6 


Sep 


i960 


19 


S«p 


1963 


•19 


Jul 


1962 


19 


Sep 


1963 


• 3 


Jun 


i960 


•19 


Jul 


1962 


•11 


Mar 


1961 


•19 


Jul 


1972 


•19 


Jul 


1962 


•19 


Jul 


1962 



13 Mar 1962 

10 Apr i960 

U Oct i960 

16 Apr 1962 



18 Oct 19<''3 
15 Hay 196'' 

18 Ifov 1958 



(b) 
(b) 
(b) 
lit Feb 19$8 



9 Jun 1966 
3 Hov 1967 



27 Feb 1961 
7 Apr i960 
7 Apr I960 

16 May 1 960 

3 Apr 1966 
18 JuD 196ti 



6 Feb 1962 



27 Feb lyf.U 



28 life 19<>7 
27 Jul 1967 



25 Aug 1961 
II Jun 1959 (8) 
18 Jun 196I1 



(b) 



(b) 



»*T0 (c) 22 Jun 1955 (e) AecenpllBbed Acconpllshed (b) 

Bl-Uterally Bl-Uterally 

MOTES ; Aaterlflk (•Wndlcatea datea of currenUyln-force •greeitenta/arrangeMnts. 

'-^ - U.S.^nVf^agreenent coverlng^|B[|HHiiPi'i Genuiy only; currently conaLderad Inactive but not abrogated. 
SHAPE advises that these arrangements are not required. 

Agreenent with NATO as a regional defense organisation pemlts exchange of atonic Inforaatlon only. 

Multinational technlca^rranRemen^o^toraM West Genaany between the U.S. 

West Germany an^^^^^^^H^HHHH^^|^|^portion considered inactive but abrogated. 
~ •nJPr^^^rces^^B^B^B^^ per NATO agreeaent of 22 Jun 1955; considered inactive but not abrogate'!. 

* U.S.^^^MI^^^ agreement considered inactive due to phase-out of Thor; conalderad inactive but not abrogalrd. 
- Corp oral warhead auppo rt plan considered inactive due to phase-out of Corporal ayatea; not abrogated. 

i||*f*^^HI^I^lH^l^lHl^B^HRy«S* weapons; considered inactive but 
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(c) 

(d) 
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FORMERLY RESTRlCTEf 



COUffTFY 



IMTO 



AOREmEWrS/ WWAHGOC IITS COMSIDERCD 
m IIUCTlVEs 

mjcLEAR vEArom supranr or non-ub iuto roncra 



COOPERATION 
AGREEMEirrS 
(5«c. Ikkh, A.E. *et) 



ATCMIC STOCK PI I£ AOHEtMEHTS 



IIT COUIfTRf 




7 May 1959 
27 Jut 19f>l 



?2 P«b 19^8 
18 Nov 19^B 

?2 Jun 19^3 



20 How 1998 



9 J«n 19$2 
20 Feb I96I1 



THIBD COUHTBT 



6 Sep i960 
19 ScD 1963 

19 Jul 1962 



SERVICE-TO-SEBVICE TECHBICAL ABRAfCmEim 



USAFB 



mVEUR 



USAHEUR 



lArrTFLT 



13 H«r 1962 Hone 



27 M 1961 



11 Jun 1939 



6 Feb 19(.? 



IICmE; Asrfrmenls/arrangrsenU ll«ted above are coniidered Inactive due to pitaae out of • epeclfle tyitea or 
withdrawal of • country froa NATO. Hone of ihe Above MreeMnte/arrangcBenta tove been abrogeUd. 
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AfiREWEOTS/A HRA Wr.EM ENTS cmSIDERED 
' ACTIVE - 

NUCLEAR WEAPONS SUPPORT FOR NON-US NATO FORCES 



COOreBATION 
ACRCtMErfTS 



ATONIC STOCKPII£ AGREOlElfTS 



COVnfTR* 


(Sec. 


IUU\>, A.E. Act) 


IN COUOTRY 


THIIID COUNTRT ^ 




USAFE 


NAVEUf) USAREUR 


UlRTLT 


1 ^^^^^^ 


5 

if? 


May 
Jul 


1959 
19'j9 


17 Mar 


1962 




9 


Jul 


1959 


28 Feb 1959 






n 




l'rj9 


)U Dec 


1959 




3 


Hay 


i960 


17 Jun i960 






3 


Dec 


19M 


1] Jan 


196? 




1 


Apr 


1963 


1 Apr 1963 






?7 


Jill 


1959 


?7 Har 


1959 


19 Jul 1962(«) 
19 Sep 1963 


10 


Apr 


i960 


7 Apr i960 






?? 


Jnn 


lyio 


?? Jan 


i960 


3 Jun i960 
19 Jul 196Z(a) 


d 


Oct 


i960 


7 Apr 196d 






27 


Jul 


1959 


?6 Jan 


i960 


11 Mar 1961 
19 Jul 1962(b) 


IB 


Apr 


1962 


lU Feb 1958 18 JJ&^J960 


27 Feb I96B 




















3 Apr 1966 
18 Jun 196l<' 






16 


Hay 

Aug 


1959 
196) 


30 Sep 


1963 




IB 
15 


Oct 
Hay 


1963 
I96li 


28 Dec 1967 
27 Jul 1967 


NATO 


Hi 

6 

u 

18 


Aug 
Jul 
Hay 

Jun 


1959 
1961 
1963 

196ii 


j Aug 1961 

Accanpl Iflhed 
Bl-UUrally 


19 Jul 1962(a) 

Aceoapllahed 
Bl'Uterally 


IB 


Nov 


19$B 


' 9 Jun 1966 25 AuR 1961 
3 NOV 1967 18 Jun 196U 





MOTE ; (a) - Multinational 
Ueet Ceraany 



technical arrangeaent for ataf-age In Heal GerMai^ between the lf.8. 
and the United Klntdoa. 
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APPENDIX I 



STORAGE LOCATIOH MAPS 



as of 30 September 1977 



NOTE: Maps are assembled in the same order as the 
deployment tables in Appendix C 
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STOBAGE LOCATIONS 
as of 30 September 1977 
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APPENDIX A 



CHRONOLOGY 
TRANSFER AND DISPERSAL 

OF 

NUCLEAR WEAPONS 
CY 1950 - CY 1977 
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CHRONOLOGY 
TSANSFER AND DISPERSAL OF 
NUCLEAR WEAPONS 



Jun lA, 1950 
Aug 1950 

Ute 1950 
Dec 6. 1951 



Transfer of ^^nonnudear components of the Hk 4 bombs 
from AEC to DoD for training. 

Transfer of nonnudear components from AEC to the USAF 
for storage at overse as bases and to the Navy for 
storage on the^Hi^B^^m||pweapons) . 

Nonnucl ear com ponents moved to UK 
and to Guam 

Nonnuclear components authorized on 



May 1951 
Apr 6, 1951 

Jon 1951 
Jul 22, 1952 
Jun 20, 1953 



Jul 1953 



Apr 1954 



Nonnuclear components authorized on 



President authorized the transfer offlfinuclear bombs/ 
from AEC to General Vandcnburg. This was the only""^ 
dispersal and transfer authorization in fiscal vears 

1951 and 1952. 

The jUbombs/ transferred to General Vandenburg's custody 

were moveffTto Guam. / 

Nonnuclea^omponents authorized for storage in 

UK, I Guam, ^^^BB^|and on carriers. 

President authorized dispersal of weapo ns under ^£C 
control to carriers, ammo ships, /Guam,.^BHilWand 
the UK. Nonnuclear components could .be stored at the 
above lo cations and Alaska, ^^^aii .^^mm^m^^^p, 

, This constituted the dispersal authorization 

:or fiscal years 1953 and 1954. 

Arrangements were made with the AEC for storage of HA 
nuclear weapons on carriers/and Guam.J 

The President authorized the dispersal of nuclear 
weapons under AEC control to amunition ships, cruisers 

and submarines. 
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TOP SECRET 



I 



TOP scce 



Dec I, 195A 

Jan 1955 

Aug 29, 1955 

Mar 8, 1956 
Nov 2A, 1956 
Aug 6, 1957 
Jan 3, 1959 



Feb 26, 1959 



Nov 5, 1959 



Jan 16, 1961 



Fo^FY 1955 the President authorized the transfer of 
JlPBnuclear weap ons ^ from AE C,to DoD. Disper sals were 
authorized to CONl7?7 th^JK^J|HH^HH||| West 
Germany, Hawaii, Guam, i^l^^^^^^^aval vessels^ 

Nuclear weapo ns were dispe rsed to UK,i 

Guam, H awaii, ^J^^^^^^ naval vessels^ Dispersal to 
/Alaska, ^m^^m^^H and. West Germany had also 
*Befen authorized by the President on December 1, 195A. 

The President aut horized lov yield (under DoD 

custody) and fB^E^ y ield (under AEC cust ody)/ to be 
dispersed . in CONUS , UK, ^^^HjH^ldlf ^^^^ Germany, 
I on Guam. Hawalf^5^nava^^s sels/ in FY 1956. 

The President amended the Au gust ,2 9, 1955 authorization 
and established a ceiling of weapons to be trans- 

ferred from AEC to DoD, exclusive of high yield J 

Th^F? 1957 dispersal plan w as app roved. Totals of 
/^IBLow yield under DoD and high yield under AEC 

could be dispers ed .J 

A total ofJlfBlow yie ld and ^^Mhigh yield weapons 
and a combined total of 
dispersal during FT 1958. 

The President ordered the transfer of^^^piow yield 
and MB^^gh yield weapons / (for the first time) to 
DoD for FY 1959. The higKyield weapons were to be 
transferred when AEC and DoD had worked out the 
arrangements . 

The President authorized the transfer of JHMB nuclear 

weapons^'to DoD for FY 1959. This authorSation replaced 
the FY 1959 January 3, 1959 approval. DoD now was 
authorized custody of both low and high yield weapons. 

The President approved the FY 196 0 dispersal plan and 

Dispersal 




were /authorized for 




The FY 1960 dispersal plan was approv ed by Pr esident 
Eisenhower. DoD was given custody of jJ^^B weapo ns .J 
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May 20, 1961 President Kennedy approved the FY 61 NWDCP of January 16. 

1961 provided chat additional weapons were not dispersed 
in support of non-US forces and subject to the desirability 
of retaining a substantial reserve in the National 
Stockpile Sites. This was the basic dispersal authoriza- 
tion for US forces for FY 61, 62 and 63, and for non-US 
forces in F7 61. 



Apr 10, 1962 ■ NSAM U3 authorized the dispersal of M^Pn ucle a r weap ons / 
for support of designated non-US NAT0^_£orces2ZIHowever , 
it also precluded the loading of|immB^I|BB 
IIIIII^HilllllBII^^ exclusive of forces in the United 
Kingdom. This was the basic dispersal authorization 
.for non-US forces for FY 62 and FY 63. 

Oct 23, 1962 NSAM 197 required "approvals in principle" by the Presi- 

dent for support of non-US forces. Dispersal approval 
for weapons for these forces would continue under NSAM 143. 

Dec 26, 1962 President Keimedy disapproved the proposed FY 62 dispersal 

^ plan but did permit DoD custody [ofjP|jHPnuclear weap ons 

and components. 

Feb 27, 1963 The Deputy Secretary of Defense clarified the President's 

authorization/denial of Dec^er„26, 1962. He permitted 
the additional dispersal jof . JBIveapons / over the 
January 16, 1961 (FY 61) authorization to areas under 
full US control. 

Jun 16, 1964 NSAM 305 approved theFJ^^ NWDCP. It authorized DoD 

to obtain custody'^^'^UBnuclear weapons^and components. 
It continued the requirements of KSAHs iT?, 160 and 197. 

May 17, 1965 The Sec retary of Defense, Mr. McNamara, imposed a celling 

of A DMsj which could be dispersed to Europe. 

Jun I,- 1965 NSAM 334 approved the NWDC^0^2L^5_^nd^Er_66 . DoD 

was authorized custody o f /JH BBnuclear weap ons .y No 
additional ADMs could be dispersed to Europe. "TTceillng 



j^^o^^HP^eapons was im posed | on NATO Europe. NSAM 143 

and NSAM 197 actions were continued. 

Feb 10, 1967 The President authorized the transfer to DoD of all 

finished nuclear weapons in the stockpile. 



TOP SEOHE f 



Aug 4, 1967 



Jan 26, 1968 



Jan 26, 1968 
Apr 6, 1968 

Jun 11, 1968 



Jun 25. 1968 
Aug 6, 1968 

Jan 18. 1969 



NSAM 36A authorized DoD to d ispers e weapons for FY 67 
and nr 68, ceilings of /WBfcweap ons / for NATO 

Europe andlMlk^^is ) f or Europe was continued. 

The Deputy Secretary of Defense notified the JC5 that 
no additional dispersals would be nade to NATO Europe 
and that he in tended to hold the numb er of weapon s in 

NATO Su: iii|ii I'lil 

I^^HM^^^HM^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^H^dT afloat in 

Th^Anant^^^^B^an^ac^icHBfcJ numbers 
actually deployed as of December 31, 1967. He allowed a 
lOZ overage for weapons afloat. Any dispersals over 
these liaits had to be approved by the Secretary of 
Defense. 

The actiial number of weapons in KATO Europe|was 



zed an increase 
Iweapons/for the 



The Dep uty Secretary of Defense authoi 
of^^jj^weapons to his ceiling of < 
Atlantic Fleet. 



NS AM 370 approved the NWDCP fo^T 69. The ceilings 
/_ofjj||HIP f or NATO Europe and fH f or ADMs/ in Europe 
were continued in effect. NSAA 143 was modified to 
permit "case by case" dispersals .to be authorized by 
the annual NWDCP. A ceiling {of_J^^B wea pons] was set 
for dispersals outside of CONUS. ^ 

The Deputy Secretary of Defense established a new 



ceiling ^of I 



weapons /afloat less Polaris warheads. 



Th e Deput y Secretary of Defense established a ceiling 
\oiJ^^/l^\i^A^oTis\toz NATO Europe and a total) of jl^B 
weapons afloat/ excluding strategic of fensive*^ssiles. 

NSAM 372 autho rized the FY 70 NWDCP, The ceilings of 

landflB for total weap onsy ln NATO Europe and ADHs 



in Europe was continued, 
outside CONTS vasl set at 



The maxiaum number of weapons 



May 9, 1970 NSDM 60 authorized the FY 70 NWDCP. The President desired 

revised NATO and ADM tables. Revise^tables as approved 
established NA TO E urope | ceil ing at^l^lr the ADM ceiling 
for Europe /ar ^pfe/lhe maxirnxnn number of weapons outside 
CONUS was set>^ at^ljp^ | 
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Nov 20, 1970 The Deputy Secretary of Defense delegated authority 

to the JCS CO increase approved deploynent levels in 
NATO Europe when specified conditional deploymencs 
were nade and to increase specified deployments in 
any theater up to lOZ vhen necessary to meet contingencies < 

Jul 20, 1971 NSDM 121 authorized theFY72 NWDCP. The President 

approved -ceilings / of jBBl^to/ NATO Europe /and .VV^o^ 
ADltefin Eu rope. He denie^^^increase joF'Hl weapons 
i^B^^B A ceilise /of ^^^Hfwas setTor disperse 



A celling /of ^ ^BBywas set^r dispersals 
outside oi COMUS. 

Jul 18, 1972 NSDM 178 authorized th^Y73 NWDCP. The President 

approved ceilinggjof to/NATO Europe , and a European 

. /ADM celling of^ffffk ceiling/ofJU^/was set for 
weapons dispersed outside of CQKUS. 

Jul 18, 1973 NSDM 226 authorized the PYTA NWDp. The Presiden^. 

established ceilings |of dp for^ NATO Europe and^^^ 
for ADI^in Europe .^ TBe totalauthorlzed for dispersal 
outside CONUS /v&s jSI^^ 

Jun 20, 1974 The President, by NSDM 236, approved a change to the 

nuclear weapon yield constraint laposed b^lSAMs 143 
and 199. The yield shall now not exceed flVkt 
(accoiBDodating B61-2 and B61-3 nuclear bomb support 
of non-US NATO forces). 

Oct 8, 1974 NSDM 274 authorized the FY75 NWDCP. The Presidcx^t 

established ceilings / of for) N ATO Eur ope and 

for ADHs. in Europe. A celling/ of ^I^B^was set for 
dispersals outside CONUS. 

Apr 30, 1975 General Scowcroft, Deputy Assistant to the President 

for National Security Affairs, notified General Wickham, 
Military Assistant to the Secretary of Defense, that the 
President had directed there would be no withdrawal of 
US forces or nuclear weapons from overseas areas without 
his expressed approval. 
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APPENDIX C 



0 ^ 



NUCLEAR WARHEAD DEPLOYMEHTS 



BY 



COUNTRY. REGION. AND APLOAT 



(FY 1961 through FY 1977) 



NOTE: Pertinent footnotes are indicated as necessary. 



C-1 



FORMERLY RESTRICTEDDA*^ 

^Mltf«14A.»^ AWWtC llttlff Act 1>M. 



XiCLIXii WAniCAD OirLOTMEinS 



STRATtGIC OtfCHSIVt 
HKtilet 
Bwtia ami ASMi 

STRATTCIC CCrEIISIVC (b) 
Alr-to-AIr HtMllrt 
SAHl 

TACTICAL offENsrvi: 
Boabi 

ASK (WtMfy») 
TactlrtI Mitillet 

M«ce(c ) 

llniiell John 

Little John 

Imhltie 
r «f «nt 

0**> CiOCkrU 
Othrr |c) 

Tubr ArtlMrry 
B>lnrri Howltlvr 
Nowltttr 

Other 

TACTIiTAL DEFflNSIVE 
AUIS 

T«<-tt.-al Air Otrcnie 
Fftlcon 

Nlhc Kerciaet 

riEET Agv/AAW 
ASM 



TOTAt Pea WAPIIEADS 



TOTAL POO («) 

rt66 rT67 ryf9 nfcg rT7o mi nn 



TIT} mh rm 




(•I 



CCtnm «n.l 0«>rte*s. 

Alr-lo>Air Kiitllci •»! Su/ftcr-lo-Alr Hltillea In CONUS and AUiha arc Includad tn th« ilrLte|lc del'ch*l*« caUgory. At all oth-r 

lecBtieni they arc cu-rlcd as tactical defcntlva cicapt for Thor when on JelinatM laUnd. 
Hstador end Haec ■Itlllca are rlaiaed aa tactical orfenatve wapona. 

Mucleftr warhead deployeaitta prior to I96I arc not chewn «Klctliic rceorda Indicate varheadc only hy Mark n<i.ib«!r and/or eapiulo. 
Appendix ft Bhewt the ayBtcaa In each eoiintrr fren 1991 or Initial entry threufh earrent date or withdrawal date. 
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w sconcT 



FORMEniY RCSTmCTtO 0 




■M»« MM* ,,,, 



r TO P S e CHCT 

rimri.MR uariirad DRPI/iYMnrm 



STRATEGIC OrFE BB l VE 

Bonbi and ASH* 

STMTECIC DETEHSIYE 
Alr-to-Atr HUalle 
SAHa 



TACTICAL om:^6IVE 
Boflbi 

ASH (walleye) 
Tactical HIsallea 
Kacc 

lioneat John 
Little John 
tVrahlng 
Sergeant 
Lance 

Davy Crockett 
Other 

Tube .Artillery 
e-lneh Rowltter 
19$n Hmfltter 
Other 

TACTICAL DEFEH3IVB 

Tactlccl Air Defense 
Falcon 

Nike Hereulaa 

FLEET ASH/AAW 
ASH 



rT6i 



rtbj 



C0NU3 - POP (a) 

rY65 rY66 nrS 



Fr66 ' FY69 



TOTAL HARHBUn 
(■) - Doea not include Alaika and Hawaii. 
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TOP seew ET 



KORMCRLY TirTTmrxfn rrn" 

artCa lata. ■ ■ ■■I I iMiff M*. iM«. 



STBATEGIC OfFEHSIVE 
ttwabm «nd ASH* 

STRATEGIC DErEigryr 

Alr-to-Alr Ml Ml Lea 
SAHs 

TACTICAL orrawsrvE 

Bonba 

ASM (U*lli>yc) 
Tartlcal Hli»llea 
Hace 

Hone at John 
unit John 

Sergeant 

D«vy Crockett 
Other (b) 

Tube Artillery 
8-lnch KOMltzer 
l^Jro llow liter 
Other 

TACTICAL DgEWSIVB 

~TSR 

Twileal Air De rente 
r«lcon 

Nike Hercules 

Fiarr asw/aaw 

ASH 

aah 

TOTAL WAfl HEADS 



r»61 Fife FY63 MMt 



WUCLEAH WAR HEAD DEPLOTHEIITa 

ouTsipE comis (•) 



£166 FT6I rrte n62 njo rni rai nia 




L 



•) - Includes AlMka tnd KkmII. 
b) - Set epeeirie eountrtti for Individual lytteaa. 
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MUCLEAB WAfliEAD DEPlOTMEIffS 



AUISKA 



I STRATEGIC OfrEteiVE 

Bcnba •vd ASMi 

STRATEGIC OEFENSIVE 
Alr-to-Alr Hlialira 
SAHt 

TACTICAL OfTEHSIVE 
Bcnba 

Tactical Mlaat to 
Hace 

Koneat John 
Ltttle John 
F«rahlng 
Sergeant 
L*nce 

Davy Crockett 
Otiwr 

Tube Artillery 
6-lneh Howttser 
HoHltter 

Other 

TACTICAL DBTBHSIVg 
ADMa 

Tactical Air Defcnae 
Falcon 

Hike Hereulei 
FUrt ASU/AM 

msB — — 

AAH 

TOTAL UABtSADS 



rrti rrfe nk} m|i fy^ £I§§ fl^x Ft6* neg ftto 'nil UU UJh Ull 
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T OP accn K T 



MUCLEAW WmiEM) DEPLOnBHTS 



HAWAII 



PY61 



STRATEniC OFFEHSIVE 
Hleslles t>) 
Bcnibs «n<l ASMi 

STRATEOIC DEFEWSrVE 
. Alr-to-Alr MUillet 
SAMt 

TACTICAL OFFEWSIVE 
Bomba 

ASH (walleye) 
Tactical HIsallea 
Mace 

Hone at John 
Little John 
rvrihlng 
Serfeant 

Davy Crockeli 
Other 

Tube Artillery 
6- Inch HoMllier 
IfcMltser 

Other 

TACTICAL DETEWSIVE 
AIMS 

Tactical Air Defense 
Falcon 

Nike Hercules 

rUBT ASW/AAW 
ASH 



TOTAL WARHEADS 




(a) - Regulua, 
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FORMERLY RCSimCfEO 

TO P SECRET ..-s.-^. 



aicMa tMtM ati. 



TOP secwET - 



KUCLEAH WABHEAD pgPLO THEWS 
NATO EIJRO ffE 

FT6 



STHATBSIC OFFENSIVE 
Klaallei U) 
Bmbi and ASHi 

STRATEGIC DEFENSIVE 
Alr-to-AIr NItillea 
SANt 

TACTICAL OFFENSIVE 
Bonbi 

ASH (Walleye) 
Tactical HUallca 
Mare 

None 9 1 Jotin 
Lllllc John 
Perahlitg 
Sergeant 
Lance 

Davy Crockett 
Other (b) 

Tube Artillery 
8-lnch Mowltxer 
l$5an Howl tier 
Other (e) 

TACTICAL DETEHSIVE 
AfiHa 

Tactical Air Defense 
Falcon 

Nike Herculea 

rLECT ASW/AAH 
ASH 



TOTAL HARHEAOS 




(a) - Thor, Jupiter. 

(b) - Corporal, Redatone, Lacroaae, Hatador. 

(c) • 2BGlna Oun. 



C-T 



FORMERLY RCSTRIC 

|«4ft, MMs ta*^ Mtn IM4 




TOT — SCORCT 



NUCLEAR WARHEAD DEPU)THEirrS 



r»6i 



L 



STRATEGIC OrrEICIVE 
MUtllea 
Btabi »ni ASM* 

STRATEGIC PgEWSIVE 
Alr-lo-Alr MUallea . 

TACTICAL orrEwsrvE 

Baaba 

A94 (walleye) 
Tactical HIaillea 
Hace 

Hone it John 
Little John 
Pcritilnc 
Serjeant 
Lance 

Davy Crockett 

Other 

Tube Artillery 
B-lnch Howitzer 
l^ym llowltier 
Other 

TACTICAL DEFEWaiVE 
AIMa 

Tactical Air Defenae 
Falcon 

Nike Herculea 

rLEET ASW/AAW 
A6W 



TOTAL HMIICAOS 



n6U 



ft66 nf>i 



FY68 FT62 rrio FT21 rrji rrn rrik mi 




T df SEOnCT 



rORMlRLY RESTRICryUUM 

M aiil^MVrOal* M (•■••aa W m g I. « 
MiCa IMk. Mann Ati, |M« 



TOP srrnrj 



HUCIXAJI WARJEEAO DEPLOTHEMTS 



STRATEGIC OFFEHSIVE 

BoMbi Bnd ASMS 

STRATEGIC DEFEHSIVE 
Alr-to-Atr Hltsllet 
SAMi 

TACTICAL OritHSIVE 
Bomb* 

ASH (Walleye) 
Tactic*! Hitsllea 
Mace 

Honest John 
Little John 
PershI 
Sergeant 
Lance 

Davjr Crockett 
Other 

Tube Artillery 
6-lneli Howitzer 
KoMlticr 

Other 

TACTICAL DEFENSIVE 
AEHa 

Tactical Air Defenae 
Falcon 

Hike Herculea 

riEET asw/aaw 
ASU 



TOTAL HAIIHBADS 
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TOP SKtHh T 



HUCLEAB WAflHEAD DCPLOTMEIfrS 



ST MTCGIC OFFEWSIVE 
Hltttlei («) 
Bonba «nd ASHi 

STHATEG iC D Kf EWS 1 VE 
Alr-to-Alr Mlaclle* 
SAMa 

TACTICAL CTTEflSIVE 
Bombs 

A91 (Walleye) 
Tactical Hliatlea 
Hace 

Hon«et John 
Little John 
rerahtng 
Sergeant 
Lance 

Davy Crockett 
Other (b) 

Tube Artlllerx 
B-lnch Howl tier 
ItoMltter 

Other 
TACTICAL DITEMSIVE 

'~~mii 

Tactical Air Dertnae 
Falcon 

Hike Hereulci 

f LEET ASW/aAW 
ASM 



TOTAL WARHEADS 



(a) - Jupiter. 
b| - Corporal. 
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FORMCRLY RESTRICTED 



T ap 9C0IIC T 




«>M( kit, 



STRATEGIC on EMS I VE 

Bonb* «nd A£Mb 

STBATECIC DEFEWSIVE 
Alr-to-AIr HUslle* 
SAHa 

TACTICAL OfFEHSIVE 

ASM (Walleye) 
Tactical Httallea 
Mace 

Honest John 
Little John 
Ferahlng 
Sergeant 
Lance 

Davy Crockett 
Other 

Tube Artillery 
6- inch HOMltter 
USw Howltxcr 
Other 

TACTICAL DITEIISIVE 
Am* 

Tactical Air Oefeme 
Falcon 

Nike Herculca 

riECT asw/aaw 
ASH 
AAW 

TOTAL WARHEADS 




TUT- 



HUCLEAfl WAMHAD D^VOHKim 



rY6i 



FY6J 



STRATEGIC OrFEHSIVE . 

BoBbi and ASHt I 

STRATEGIC DgEHSIVE 
Alr-to-Alr Nlaallci ; 
8 AH I 

TACTICAL OFrEICrVE 
Boabi 

ASH (Walleye) 
Tactical HIaallea 
Hace 

Honeat John 
LUtlv John 
Perahltig 
Sergeant 
Lance 

Davy Crockett 
Other 

Tuba Artillery 
B-lnch HoMltier 
Nowltter 

Other 

TACTICAL DEftNSIVE 
ACHa 

Tactical Air Oefenae 
Falcon 

niko Herculea 

FLEET ASW/AAW 
ABU 



TOTAL HAnHUDS 
(•) - Jupiter. 



rY6? rt66 rY67 



FY6e 



rY6g rY70 mi FtJZ FT73 TTJU TX J^ 
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FOfiMCRLY RESTRICTCO 




»M MM mtm4>» 
mimtt tmm„ Mt. IM*. 



WUCLBW WAHKEAD DEPLOIMEtrTS 



urn TED KIHCDOH 



STRATEGIC OFFEWSrVE 
HIaillet (•) 
Botba and A94a 



STRATEOIC DErEHSIVt 
Alr-to-AIr HUtllifs 



TACTICAL OrrEWSIVE 
tknba 

AfM (Uclleyc) 
TaettfAl Hlatllrt 
H«ce 

lloneet JoKn 
Llltle John 
ft T thing 
Serjeant 
Lance 

Davy Crockett 

Olhfr 

Tube Artillery 
6-Inch Howitzer 
l$5aM Howltter 
Oitier 

TACTICAL DEFgHSIVE 

TacllcBl Air Defense 
r«lcon 

Ntke Hereulei 

ri£ET ASW/AAW 
ASM 
AAU 



TOtAL UAKHBADS 




(•) - Thor. 
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FORMERLY nnTnimji nntrr 

MMSi iMft> •H i t tnt 



riff.i 



FY(.2 



FYf, 



SIRAIKiilC C)I>EMSIVE 

ficmbs nml AfMa 

STRATEGIC PEFEHSIVE 
Atr-tO'AIr Ntiilles 
6AH8 

TACTICAL OnEWSIVE 
Bonbt 

ASH (wallrye) 
TBCtlcal HItilles 
Hkcr 

Honrs t John 
Little John 
Ferthlng 
Sergpant 

Da>'y l^rockrlt 
OlliPr (•) 

Tube Arl lllrry 
6- Inch now I Iter 
Ib^m Howl tier 
Other (b) 

TACTICAL DKFEICIVE 
AIMt 

Toctlcsl Air Defense 
Falcon 

NUe llercules 

rLEET ASW/AAW 
ASH 
AAH 

TOTAL HARIIRADS 




|n| - Corporal, Reditone, Lacrosse, Halailor. 



26Qna Gun. 



TOP G K Cn C T 



KUCLEAfl VAHHEAD pEPLOnCIITS 

VEST GERHANY 



rihU FYfc^ FY66 FY67 FY66 FYfc^ FY70 FT7I FY72 Fpj TTfU rX^^ 




I 



/ 



EORMERLY RCSTRtCf 

• I •* 

««•« ■•!« M taxlia SMMMMMiM 

IMA. W in %»m Ort, MM. 




TOP o e cwcT 



FY61 



FYb2 



STRATEGIC OFFEWSIVE 
MlasUea (bj 
Boabs and ASHs 

STRATEGIC DEFEHSIVE 
Alr-to-Alr Missiles 
SAMs (c) 

TACTICAL OFFENSIVE 
Boobs 

A£M (W&lleye) 
Tactical Hlaalles 
Mace 

Honeat Jotm 
Little John 
l^rahlng 
Sergeant 
Lance 

D*vy Crockett 
Other 

Tube Artillery 
6-inch Howitzer 
l^5am Howitter 
Other 

TACTICAL DETEWSIVE 
AWa 

Tactical Air Defense 
Falcon 

Mike Herctaes 

FLEET ASW/AAW 
ASW 
AAV 

TOTAL WARHEADS 



!a) - Includes 
b) - Folarla. 
(e) - Bnaarc* Nik* Hercules, 



FY63 



. MUCLEAB WAHHEAP DEPLOTMEHTS 
ATUWTIC (a) 

FYdl^ FY65 Fy66 FY67 FY6B 



fyfeg FY70 FY71 FYTZ FT73 FTTjt FYJ^ 



/ 




Rierto Rico 



J 
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FORMERLY RESTRICTED^ 

•••trMJl _ 

■•«•»' Ml. I«M. 




WUCLEAH WAHHEAD DgPLOYHENTS 



ri6i 



ry62 



STHATEUIC OTFEHSIVE 
HiiatleB 
Bonbs And ASH* 

STRATEGIC DErEMSIVS 
Alr-to-AIr MImUm 
SAMS (a) 

TACTICAL orreteivE 

Bnbt 

km (Walleye) 
TactlcU Mlaallea 
Mace 

Hone at John 
Ltttle John 
Perahlng 
Sergeant 
Lance 

Davy Crockett 
Other 

Tube Artillery 
e»lnch Howl tier 
tkwltter 

Other 

TAC TI C AL pgEieiVE 
AIMt 

Tactical Air Defcnae 
rtlcon 

Hike Hercules 

FLEET ASW/AAW 
ASH 
AAW 

TOTAL UARIEAOS 



ritbU fy6^ rY66 fy68 FY62 rrjo rijl rr?? Ft73 rrjU ftt? 




(a) - Boaarc. 
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miCLEm WAWHEAD btTLOnCHTS 



r 



STRATEOIC OrTENSIVE 
Bonbi And ASHi 



rT6i nfig rT63 fi6«i n(>} rT66 



5TMTECIC DErEMSIVE 
Alr-to-AIr Hlttllci 
5AH« (>) 

TACTICAL OTfCWSlVE 
Bcnba 

ASH (Wklleye) 
TmcIIcbI HUallei 
M>ee 

lionet i John 
Little John 
perahlnc 
Sergeant 
Lance 

Davy Crocliett 
Other 

Tub* Artillery 
6*lnch Hmlixer 
Hntliur 
Other \ 

i 

TACTICAfc rontMsivE t 

Tkctlcal Atr OefeiMe] 
Falcon 

Hike Hereulea ; 



aSB 

AAU 

TOTAL MARHEADS 

(•) - Hike Hercules. 



HUCLEAR WABIffiAD DEPLOIMEIITS 



ST^TEGIC O f fE lglVE ■ 
Hiaallea 
Bonba and ASHa 

STRATEGIC DEFEWSrVE 
Alr-io-Alr Mia a lies 
SAMa 



Fx6i rx62 



FI6I1 



TACTICAL OFFEIISIVE 
Bonba 

A!M (Uklleye) 
Tactical HIaallei 

mce 
• lloneat John 

Little John 
Pershing 
Sergeant 
Lance 

Davy Crockett 
Other 

Tube Artillery 
e>lnch HoHltcer 
IJSn Howliur 
Other 

TACTICAL DgBieiTC 
AIM* 

fuilcal Air Defenae 
r«lcon 

Nike Hereulea 

FUET ASH/AAW 
ASH 
AAH 

TOTAL UARtlEADS • 




FORMERLY RCSTRICTEO 

lit I • < I « • 

aMUM IM*. MmM( Im^m Atl. IN4. 



lUM SECREI 



WUCLEAR WARHEAD DEPLOTMEHTa 



PUERTO BICO 



STRATEGIC OfFErglVE 
Miaatlei 
Bcmbt and ASHi 

STRATEGIC D ET EWSiyE 
Alr-lo-Alr HlMilM 
SAMa 

TACTICAL OffEWBIVE 
Bosba 

ASM (Walleye) 
Tactical Mlaallea 
Hac« 

Itoneat John 
Little John 
Terahlng 
Sergeant 
Lance 

Davy Crockett 
Other 

Tiibr Arllllery 
6-lnch HoHltier 
153nn HoMlticr 
Other 

TACTICAL DETEteiVE 
AMa 

Tactleal Air Defenae 
Ftleon 

Hike Hereulea 

FLEET ASW/AAH 
ASM 
AAH 

TOTAL WARHEADS 




miCLEm WABHEAD DEPL0TMElfT8 



STWATEOIC OfTEKSIVE 

Boaba uid ASM* 

STRATEGIC DETEIISIVE 
Alr-to-Air HIaatiri 
SAH8 

TACTICAL OTFEWSIVE 
BcBbi 

A91 (Walleye) 
Tactical HIibIUi 
Hace 

KoDFSt John 
Llltle John 
rerahln^ 
Sergeant 
Lance 

Davy Crockett 
• Other 

Tube Artillery 
6-lnch Howltter 
i;5«a Howl tier 
• Other 

TACTICAL PPlBlglVE 

"TtiK 

Twilcsl Air Defenae 
FklcM 

HlkB Harculea 

rUCT ASW/AJW 
ASW 



TOTAL HARHEWS 

(•) . roiwii. 




C«19 



FORMERLY RCS1RICT 



WUCLEAB WMMEAD PgPLOYMEllTS 



fy6i 



FY62 



STRATEGIC OfTEHSIVE 
Hlaallea (b) 
Bcnba Aod ASHa 

STRATBOIC DEFEHSIVE 
Atr-to-Alr HlftllcB 
aAHt (c) 

TACTICAL OFFEHSrVE 
Bcoba 

ASH (Walleye) 
Tectleal Hlaallea 
Hue 

Honeat John 
Little John 
Perahlng 
Sergeant 

Lance 

Davy Crockett 
Other (e) 

Tube Artillery 
6- Inch Howitzer 
IJSaa Kowitxer 
Other (f) 

TACTICAL DEFENSIVE 
AJMa 

Tactical Air Defense 
Falcon 

Nike Herculea 

ri£Er ASW/AAW 
ASM 
AAH 

TOTAL WARHEADS 



PACIFIC (a) 

FY66 FY6 



FY6^ FY70 




U) ' Does not includa AlMkft, Hawmll and Afloat. 

(b) • Hegulus. 



(c) - Thor. 



dj - Four Nike Zeua not Included in FY and FY 65 total*. 



Matador, Laeroiae. 
fr) - 280aa Oun. 



u 



C-20 



FORMERLY RESTRICTED Di 
••••••>•'•••« 4 




Ml. ItM. 



STRATEGIC OrTENSrVE 
Miaallea (•) 
Bonbt and ASHa 

ST MTESIC PEFEieiVE 
*ir-to-Alr HtMlkea 
SAHa 

TACTICAL OFfEMBIVE 
Bcnba 

ASM (Wftlleye) 
TMcUcal HIaallea 
Mftce 

Hon«al Joliii 
Ltltl« John 

Srrgeant 
Davy Crockett 
Other (b) 

Tube Artillery 
e-lnch Howlitcr 
Howltter 

Other 

TACTICAL DETEKSIVE 
ACMb 

Taetlcftl Air Oefanae 
Falcon 

Nike Herculea 

FLEET ASW/AAW 
ASW 
AAH 

TOTAL HAimBAOS 



FT61 Fr62 



FY61 



MUCLEAB MABHEAJ) DEPLOngHTS 
CUAfl 

FT65 n66 fT67 rT6e VT69 FT70 rY7l rxi2 rn3 FY7'» FY75 



Lacroaie. 




C.21 

FORMERLY RCSTRrCTCD 



STMTEBIC OHEieiVE 
HUllIra (•) 
Btmhi; anil A.'Ws 



HltCLEA R WAFHEAD DEPLOY HE WTS 




STBATKilC nOEHSIVE 
Alr-to-AIr Kliillec 
SAHa 

TACTICAL OTTEKSIVE 
Bonba 

ASM (Walleye) 
Tartlcal HUallea 
Hare 

lionet t John 
Mltle John 
fyrahlng 
Srrgeaitt 
trance 

Davy Crorkrtt 
Other 



Tube Artillery 
8-Uch llowlttcr 
1^^ liowltarr 

Other 

TACTICAL PEFEWSIVE 
Ami 

T*etle«l. Air Defense . 
Falcon 

Hike Iterculea . 

fLEET ASH/AAH i 

~ASB '■ — 

AAU 



TOTAL HARIIEADS 




(a) - Regulua. 



> 



TO P SttWbf 



STRATEGIC OErEIISIVE 
Mlaallea 
Bcnbs and AiMa 

STBATEOIC DP ENS I VE 
Alr-lo-Alr^lBsilea 
SAHa (a) 

TACTICAL OffEWSIVE 
Bombs 

ASM (Walleye) 
Tactical MIsallea 
Hace 

Honest John 
Little John 
PerahlnK 
Sergeant 
lAnee 

Davy Crockett 
Other 

Tube Artillery 
6-Inch Howitzer 
Howitzer 

Other 



■UCLBAH yaainra p Dgpiiwiffirrfl 
. JOHHSTOII I SLAm 
FI6! 



TACTICAL DEfEKilVfe 
AIMS 

Tactical Air Defrnae 
Falcon 

Nike Herculea 



FUgr asw/aaw 



TOML WARIBADS 
(•) - Thar. 



066 Frtj rrta ■ r^o nji 



C-32 



rORMERLY RESTRICICO DA 




IM.a. MmM tm—tf Ml. !•■«. 



WUCUAfl WmKEAD DEPmiMEIITS 



rY6l 



nb2 



FY6] 



STOATEOIC OrrEMSIVE 

Bcnbi end ASH* 

STWTEmc DCrEICIVE 
Alr-lo-Alr HIacllea 
8AMa 

TACTICAL CTFEHSIVE 
Boaba 

A!>f (walleye) 
Tact Iral HIsal Irs 
MacK 

Honest John 
LI 111* John 
Perahlng 
Sergeant 
Davy Crockett 
Other (a) 

Tube Artillery 
8-tnch HowlUer 

Howltter 
Other (b) 

TACTICAL pETEHSIVE 
ACHa 

Tact leal Air 0«renae 
ralcon 

HI he -llereuUa 

rUET ASW/AAW 
ASM 



TOTAL VARICBADS 



f«l - Matador, iMroaaa. 
b) - zeOtai Gun. 



Fy6ii . rY65 



rY66 



rxf>i 



F»68 



FT 70 rrn nj2 FT73 ft7»i ft?? 




C-2] 




NUCLEAR WARHEAD DEPlOirMEWTS 



STHATEGIg OFrEMSIVE 

Bnbs •iwl ASMS 

STMTtCIC PEFEHSIVE 
Alr-lo>Alr Mliatle* 
SAM* (•) 

TACTICAL OnXNSIVE 
Bmba 

ASM (Walleye) 
Tactical HIaailea 
Hace 

Hone at John 
Little John 
lymhtng 
Sergeant 
l«nce 

Davy Crockett 
Other 

Tube Artillery 
8-liieh Howltter 
I9)aa llowltier 
Other 

TACTICAL DEfEHSlVE 
AIHa 

Tactical Air Defense 
ralcon 

Nike Hercules 

ri£ET ASW/AAW 
ASW 
AAH 

TOTAL HARHEADS 

(a) - Nike £eua» not Inclined In total deployaeni flBurea. 



Te y Gton B T 



imCLEAfl HABHEAD DEPtOYMElfra 



Ft66 rtbn 



MIDWAY ISUM) 



STRATEGIC OFTEIBIVB 
Hlaalies 

Bcnbs and ASMs 

STRitTOicjEijigrre 

Alrrte-AIr Nlaatiea 
SAMS 

TACTICAL OrFEMSIVB 



AM (walleye) 
Tactical Mlasllea 
Hace 

Koneat John 
Little John 
f^rahlng 
Sergeant 
Lance 

Davy Crockett 
Other 

Tube Artillery 
e<inch lto«liz«r 
IkMfltur 

Other 
TACTICAL DEFEHSIVE 



Ttctlcsl Air Oercna* 
ralcon 

NUc Hereulea 

rUET ASW/AAM 
«5U 



TOTAL UARHBADS 



n6t Txfa ri63 nrb»» ri6$ 




FORMCRIY RtSIRICTCQJUM* 

•MiM IM.r, aMMt f*u** ••<, !**«. 



NUCLEAR WAhH£AD DEFU)y>Cirr8 



I 



STBATEOIC OfFEWSIVE 

Bcnbs 

STRATtXtlC DErENStVE 
Air-to-Alr Kt*allet 
SAHa 

TACTICAL OrfEHSIVE 
Bomb* 

ASM (Uailrre) 
Tactical HlaiUea 
Hac« 

Honrs I John 
Little John 
lyratilng 
Sergeant 
Davy Crockett 
Other (a) 

Tube Artillery 
8-lnch ItowUter 
IJ^-ltoMltter 
Other (b) 

TACTICAL DETEIBIVE 
Ama 

Tactical Air Defenae 
Falcon 

Nike Hercttlea 

FUET ASW/AAW 
ASW 



TOTAL HAAIffiADS 



!•) - Matador, lAcrotM. \ 
b) -> 260tn Oun. 



F»6l FYfo FtSj rx(A 



Ft66 FY67 rY6a F1f69 FtTO 



mi tni m}* ini 




C-2J 



TOP tWWiT- 



FORMCNLV RCS1RIC]ED_ 

IMA. t».« A.!. |M«. 




WUCLEAII WUUgM> DEPIiOTHglfrS 



rv6i 



STRATEGIC OFfBHSIVE 
Mlaillei 
9mb» •nd AENi 



STMTEGIC DETEWSrVE 
Alr-to-Alr Hlitllea 

TACTICAL OFTEtOIVE 
Bcnbt 

A91 (Walleye) 
Tkcllcal Hlaillet 
Mace 

Honest John 
Little John 

S«rgetnt 

Lance 

D«vjf Crockett 
Other (a) 

Tube Artillery 
e-lnch Howltser 
i;San Howltter 

Other 

TACTICAL DETEWSIVE 
ADMa 

Tactical Air Defenae 
Falcon 

Nike Plerculea 

FLEET ASW/AAW 
ASU 



TOTAL HAKHEADa 
(a) - Katador. 



ruA rr65 



FT66 



nej rree ptcj rjuo rrZi HE £123 snl Wl 




C-26 



fORMCRLV RCSTRICIED 
^^^^^^^^■■^ ■ ■•__j|f|H^^^NTsM fs(«taa t-ii--i'rim» 

IMA. «aM« (Mift ltl« 



T OP oconcT 



StnATEGIC OrfCHSIVE 

Bcmba and A9lt | 

STRATEGIC DETEWSIVE 
Alr-to-Alr Hlaallei 
8AHI 

TACTICAL OrrEHBIVE 
Batbt 

ASH (Walleye) 
Tactical Hltailes 

Hace 

Itoneit John 
Little John 
rcrihing 
Sergeant 
Lance 

Oavy Crockett 
Other 

Tube Artillery 
8-lnch HoHltzer 
ISJm Howl Her 
Othtr 

TACTICAL DBreWSIUE 
ASMe 

Tact leal Air Derenie | 
Falcon 

Nike Hareulei 

FLEET ASW/AAW 
A8W 
AAH 

TOTAL WARKEADB 




lui' i»i,m i H ' 



KUCLE/m W/LBHEAD DEPLOyMEWTS 

ATLOAT SWWRy (a) 

rr6i FY6? ' rrb} ribU FY65 rTb6 nf67 rY68 rY(>9 fy7o rrTi rn2 rm 

STRATEGIC OrTEWSIVE ^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^ 

TACTICAL 0ITEH3IVE ^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^Hjj^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^l 
ASH ^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^H^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^l 

John ^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^H 
LIUlf John ^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^H 

Other ^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^H 

Tub« Artillery ^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^H^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^l 
Howitzer ^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^H 

TACTICAL DETEMSIVE 

Air Defenae ^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^U 

Nike Herculea ^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^H 

fIZET ASW/AAW ^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^H 

}«) - Include! Atltnllc, Pact Tic ind Mediterranean, 
b) - Reculue, Folarlti roeeldon. 
(e) - MaUdor 




STRATEGIC OFFEtSrVE 

Bonbi and ASHa 

STRATEGIC DErEHBIVE 
Alr-to-Atr Klaillct 
SAHb 

TACTICAL OrrEIBIVE 
Bonba 

ASH (walleye) 
Tactical Hiiailea 
Hace 

Hone it John 
LUlLe John 
Pvrflhlng 
Sergeant 
Davy Crockett 
Other 

Tube Artillery 
6- Inch Howl tier 
l$3m IKwItter 
Other 

TACTICAL DEFEHSIVE 
AIMt 

Tactical Air Defenae 
Falcon 

Nik* Hereulaa 

FLEtrr asw/aam 

ASW 
AAH 

TOTAL WARHEADS 

(a) - Polarla, Poaaidon. 




BUCLEAR WAfiHEAD DEPLOYMOITS 
AFLOAT - PACIFIC 



S TWATEGIC O^TEHSIVi: 
HIsallea (a) 
tabs >nd ASMa 

SmTECIC PEFEH SIV E 
Alr-to>Allir Nkiailet 
SAHb 

TACTICAL OrfEfBIVE 
Bonba 

A» (Walleye) 
Tactical HIaaltea 
Mace 

Hone at John 
Lillle John 
Pershing 
Sergeant 
Lance 

Davy CrocKell 
Other (b) 

Tube Artillery 
B-lnch llowltter 
IJ^m llowltter 

Other • 

TACTICAL PEFEHSIVE 
AXMa 

Tactical Air Oefenae 
rBleon 

Hike HBreulc* 

FLEET ASW/AAW 
ASW 



TOTAL WARICAia 

{a) - Regului, I^larls. 
b) • Matador. 




C-30 



T O P cconcT - 



fORMERLV RES1RICIEI 

■la laxiia a uMwmw 




f 



'•' i T.Vit.i;j.: ut ! HJ:■ll^ 
iVnbs ■nd AS):.'. 

ir-to-*if Mitsll»i 

Tj>CT IC»1. OMH.T;iVt 

A:.:« (V.nll'-yr) 
T«-llc*l lltSkllri 

Jnt.n 
l.ltttr Jolin 
r 'riMi f. 

Ptoy Crocki'tt 

ri I -r 

'.'««■ Arttllrry 

i^'jan l(owitt«r 
Other 

TArHCAL DCrEHSlVi: 

Tactical Air Oerens« 
f tlcon 

Nlk« Hercules 

FUIKT ASW/»AW 
A5W 



TOTAL UAMIIEADS 



Ul^ fifA 



MUCLEAa WAflMEAP DtPLOTMniTS 
ATMAT - HKDITEIIPAWEAII 

rrtj rr66 rirti rirte \ rysg 




/ 



C-31 



FORMCRLY RCSIRICltD 



■ TOP fit cncT 



•mm fM«ff |tt«. 



JOHKRET 

NUCLEAR WARHEAD DEPLOYMENTS 



TOTAL-DoD 



me 



rsr77 



STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE 
Missiles 
Bonbs and ASHs 



STRATEGIC DEFENSIVE 
Air-co-Alr Missiles 
SAMs 



TACTICAL OFFENSIVE 
Bonbs 

ASM (Walleye) 
Tactical Missiles 
Mace 

Honest John 
Little John 
Pershing 
Sergeant ^ 
Lance 

Davy Crockett 
Other 

Tube Artillery 

8" Howitzer 
153a2B Howitzer 
Other 

TACTICAJ. DEFEKSIVE 
ADMs 

Tactical Air Defense 
Falcon 

Nike Hercules 

FLEET" A5W/AAW 

ASW 
AAW 

TOTAL WARHEADS 




C-32 



FORMERLY RESTRICT 



-W-SEGREf 




Oatt in f»r«isn DitMininaiiM 
AlAmtC fnvriv Act. 1H4. 



-fflP-SEGREf- 

NUCLEAR WARHEAD DEPLOYMENTS 



CONUS-DoD 



TY76 



FY77 



FY7B 



STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE 
Missiles 
BoB^s and ASMs 

STRATEGIC DEFENSIVE 
Air-to-AIr Missiles 
SAMs 

TACTICAL OFFENSIVE 
Bombs 

ASM (Walleye) 
Tactical Missiles 
Mace 

Honest John 
Little John 
Pershing 
Sergeant'^ 
Lance 

Davy Crockett 
Other 

Tube Artillery 
8" Howitzer 
133mm Hovitzer 
Other 

TACTICAI DEFENSIV7 
ADMs 

Tactical Air Defense 
Falcon 

Nike Hercules 

FLEET ASW/AAW 
ASW 
AAW 

TOTAL WARHEADS 




C-33 



Tfin rrp[?rr 



FORMERLY RESTRIC 

Adi(ttii<ktratiw«..^i^^7MB..... « 



-ffiPrSteftff- 

KUCLEAR WARHEAD DEPLOYMEKTS 

OUTSIDE CONUS 

FY76 mi FY78 
STRATEGIC OFTENSIVE 



Missiles 
Bombs and ASIis 

STRATEGIC DEFENSIVE 
Air- to-Air Missiles 
SAMs 

TACTICAL OFFENSIVE 
Bombs 

ASM (Walleye*) 
Tactical Missiles 
Mace 

Honest John 
Little John 
Pershing 
Sergeant y 
Lance 

Davy Crockett 
Other 

^_ 

Tube Artillery 

8*' Howitzer 
153mm Howitzer 
Other 

TACTICAL DEF E NSIVE 
ADMs 

Tactical Air Defense 
Falcon 

Nike Hercules 

FLEET ASw/AAW 
ASW 
AAW 

^ TOTAL WARHEADS 




NUCLEAR WARHEAD DEPLOYMENTS 



ALASKA 



STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE 
Missiles 
Bombs and AStis 

STRATEGIC DEFENSIVE 
Air- CO- Air Missiles 
SAMs 

TACTICAL OFFERS IVE 
Bombs 

ASM (Walleye) 
Tactical Missiles 
Mace 

Honest John 
Little John 
Pershing 
Sergeant 
Lance 

Davy Crockett 
Other ;r 

Tube Artillery 
8" Howitzer 
155iDffl Howitzer 
Other 

TACTICAl. OFFENSIVE 
ADMs 

Tactical Air Defense 
Falcon 

Nike Hercules 

FLEET ASU7AAW 
ASW 
AAW 

TOTAL WARHEADS 



me m? 




C-35 



FORMERLY RESTRICT 



NUCLEAR WARHEAD DEPLOYMENTS 



HAWAII 

rT76 Fy77 FY78 



STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE 
Missiles 
Bombs and ASMs 

STRATEGIC DEFENSIVE 
Air- to* Air Missiles 
SAMs 

TACTICAL OFFENSIVE 
Bombs 

ASM (Walleye') ' 
Tactical Missiles 
Mace 

Bonest John 
• Little John 
Pershing 
Sergeant ^ 
Lance 

Davy Crockett 
Other 

Tube Artillery 

8" Howitzer 
15 SOD Howitzer 
Other 

TACTICAL DEFENSIVE 
ADMs 

Tactical Air Defense 
Falcon 

Nike Hercules 

FLEET ASW/AAW 
ASW 
AAW 

TOTAL WARHEADS 




- TOP SECRCT 

NUCLEAR WARHEAD DEPLOYMENTS 
NATO EUROPE 



me FY77 FY78 



STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE 
Missiles 
Bombs and AS!is 

STRATEGIC DEFENSIVE 
Air* to-Air Missiles 
SAHs 

TACTICAL OFFENSIVE 
Bombs 

ASM (Walleye) 
Tactical Missiles 
Mace 

Honest John 
Little John 
Fershiifg 
Sergeant 
Lance 

Davy Crockett 
Other' 

Tube Artillery 
8" Howitzer 
155em Howitzez 
Other 

TACTICAI. DEFENSIVE 

ADMs 

Tactical Air Defense 
Falcon 

Nike Hercules 

FLEET ASW/AAW 
ASW 
AAW 

TOTAL WARHEADS 




ST8ATEGIC OFFENSIVE 
NissUes 
Bombs and ASMs 



STRATEGIC DEFEKSIVE 
Air-to^Air Missiles 
SAMs 



TACTICAL OFFEXSIVE 
Bombs 

ASH (Walleye) 
Tactical Missiles 
Mace 

Honest John 
Little John 
Pershing 
Sergeant ^ 
Lance 

Davy Crockett 
Other 

Tube Artillery 
8" Howitzer 
155bb Howitzer 
Other 

TACTICAJ. DEFERS IVK 
ADMs 

. Tactical Air Defense 
Falcon 

Nike Hercules 

FLEET ASW/AAW 

ASW 
AAW 



NUCLEAR WARHEAD DEPLOYMEKTS 



FY76 



FY77 



FY78 



TOTAL WARHEADS 



C-38 



FORMERLY RESTRICTEDD^ 

•tfWUftratw mM j^^^W^TT ^ (MMie 

"'HiirmPniii (N f*»«t(ii itMMiHHMitM 



STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE 
Missiles 
Bofflbs and ASMs 

STRATEGIC DEFENSIVE 
Air-co-Air Missiles 
SAMs 

TACTICAL OFFENSIVE 
Boobs 

ASM (Walleye) 
Tactical Missiles 
Mace 

Honest John 
Little «John 
Pershing 
Sergeant 
Lance 

Davy Crockett 
Other 

Tube Artillery 
8" Howitzer 
155m& Hovitzer 
Other 

TACTICAL DEFENSIVE 
ADMs 

Tactical Air Defense 
Falcon 

Nike Hercules 

FLEET AS;;/AAW 
ASW 
AAW 

TOTAL WARHEADS 



_NUCL£AR WARHEAD DEPLOYMENTS 




rr76 FY77 ry78 




NUCLEAR WARHEAD DEPLOY>tEN"rS 



FY76 



FY77 



FY78 



STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE 
Missiles 
Bombs and ASIls 



STRATEGIC DEFENSIVE 
Air •to* Air Missiles 
SAMs 



TACTICAL OFTENSIVE 
Bombs 

ASM (Ualleyer 
Tactical Missiles 
Mace 

Honest John 
. Little John 
Pershing 
Sergeant 
Lance 

Davy Crockett 
Other 



7 



Tube Artillery 

8*' Howitzer 
153miD Howitzer 
Other 

TACTICAL OFFENSIVE 
ADMs 

.Tactical Air Defense 
Falcon 

Nike Hercules 

FLEET A5W/AAW 
ASU 
AAW 



TOTAL WARHEADS 



^'^^ FORMEKLy RESTRICTED QAWf 

^Mlba >«4A. AlMMc iMrty ««t. 1M4. 



STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE 
Missiles 
Bombs and ASMs 

STRATEGIC DEFENSIVE 
Air- to-Air Missiles 
SAMS 

TACTICAL OFFEKSIVE 
Bombs 

ASM (Ualleye) 
Tactical Missiles 
Mace 

Hoaest John 
Little John 
Fershlog 
Sergeant 
Lance 

Davy Crockett 
Other ;. 

Tube Artillery 
8" Howitzer 
153am Howitzer 
Other 

TACTICAL DEFENSIVE 
ADMs 

Tactical Air Defense 

Falcon 

Nike Hercules 

FLEET ASW/AAW 
ASW 
AAV 



TAP ^FPnrT 

— lUr ULulVLI 



NUCLEAR WARHEAD DEPLOYMENTS 



FY76 



ry77 



FY78 



TOTAL WARHEADS 



C-41 



FORMERLY RESTRlClLDOiiW 

II I y I I I III 

I I iilH ' 

***•*.. *tow»i» Cnr't^ ACT 



NUCLEAR WARHEAD DEPLOYMENTS 



STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE 
Missiles 
Bombs and ASIds 



STRATEGIC DEFENSIVE 
Air-to-Air Missiles 
SAMS 



TACTICAL OFFENSIVE 
Bombs 

ASM (Walleye > ' 
Tactical Missiles 
Mace 

Honest John 
Lictle John 
Pershing 
Sergeanc ^ 
Lance 

Davy Crockett 
Other 

Tube Artillery 
B" Howitzer 
155am Howitzer 
Other 

TACTICAL DEFENSIVE 

ADMs 

Tactical Air Defense 
Falcon 

Nike Hercules 



FLEET AS:>VAAW 
ASW 
AAW 



FY76 



rY77 



V78 



r 



"7 
/ 



TOTAL WABiiEADS 



48P-SEeREf 

NUCLEAR WARHEAD DEPLOYMENTS 



UNITED KINGDOM 



n'76 



FV7S 



STRATEGIC OFFEMSIVE 
Missiles 
fioDbs and AS!^ 



STRATEGIC DEFENSIVE 
Air-co'Air Missiles 
SAHs 



TACTICAL OFFENSIVE 

Boobs 
_ ASM (Walleye) 

Tactical Missiles ' 
Mace 

Honest John 
Little John 
Pershijig ' 
Sergeant 
Lance 

Davy Crockett 
Other^ 

Tube Artillery 
8*' Howitzer 
155Bm Hovitzer 
Other 

TACIT CAT DEFEN5IVF. 
ADMs 

Tactical Air Defense 
Falcon 

Nike Hercules 

FLEET ASW/AAM 
ASW 
AAW 

TOTAL WARHEADS 




C— 3 FORMERLY RESTRICTE^JJ^ffWA 

I I l U \y J-JJLiJiI^4^ I II II I III I W S*r.". i-,!, 



STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE 
Missiles 
Bombs and ASMs 



STRATEGIC DEFENSIVE 
Air- co-Air Missiles 
SAMs 

TACTICAL OmiNSIVE 
Bombs 

ASM (Walleye) 
Tactical Missiles 
Mace 

Honest John 
Licde John 
Pershing 
Sergeant 
Lance 

Davy Crockett 
Other 

Tube Artillery 
6" Howitzer 
I55mm Howitzer 
Other 

TACTICAL DEF E NSIVE 
ADMs 

Tactical Air Defense 

Falcon 

Nike Hercules 

FLEET ASW/AAW 
ASW 
AAW 

TOTAL WARHEADS 



40HEeie 

NUCLEAR WARHEAD DEPLOYMENTS 
WEST GERMANY 

FY76 



FY77 



Fy78 




C-^& 



FORMERLY RESTRICTED^ 

Diaci !• 

111 in fmtmigtt PxMmiMtMM 
IMiA. AMHliC iiM*ty Act. ItM. 




TAP or nnFT 

"lUI uLblU-l 

KUCLEAR WARHEAD DEPLOYMENTS 
ATLANTIC 

rY76 m? rY78 



STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE 
Missiles 
Bombs and ASMs 

STRATEGIC DEFENSIVE 
Air- co-Air Missiles 
SAMs 

TACTICAL OFFENSIVE 
Bombs 

ASM (Ualleye) 
Tactical Missiles 
Mace 

Honest John 
Little John 
Pershing 
Sergeant 
Lance 

Davy Crockett 
Other :, 

Tube Artillery 
8" Howitzer 
155am Howitzer 
. Other 

TACTICAL DEFENSIVE 
ADMs 

Tactical Air Defense 

Falcon 

Nike Hercules 

FLEET ASW/AAW 
ASV 
AAW 

TOTAL WARHEADS 




NUCIXAR IvARHEAD DEPLOYMENTS 



n'76 



STRATEGIC OFrEXSIVE 
Missiles 
Boobs and ASIls 

/ STRATEGIC DEFEKSIVE 
AiX'CO'Air Missiles 
SAMs 



TACTICAL OFFEXSIVE 
Bombs 

ASM (Valleye*) 
Tactical Missiles 
Mace 

Honest John 
Li:tle John 
Pershing 
Sergeant 
Lance 

Davy Crockett 
Other 

y_ 

Tube Artillery 

8" Howitzer 
135oQ Howitzer 
Other 

TACTICAL DEFENSIVE 
ADMs 

Tactical Air Defense 
Falcon 

Nike Hercules 

FLEET ASW/AAW 
ASW 
AAW 

TOTAL UARH£ADS 



C-i6 



FORMERLY RESTRI 



4BP-SECI{tT 



S«Mttc«is. mmmmt 
*i*mic tottfy Acx_ I9t4. 



fBP-SEGREF 



NUCLEAR WARHEAD DEPLOYMENTS 




FY? 6 FY?? FY7S 

STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE 
Missiles 
Bombs and ASMs 

STRATEGIC DEF£i:SIV£ 
Air- to-Air Missiles 
SAMs 

TACTICAL OFTEKSIVE 
Bombs 

ASM (Walleye) 
Tactical Missiles 
Mace 

Honest John 
Little John 
?ershitf| 
Sergeant 
Lance 

Davy Crockett 
Other ^■ 

Tube Artillery 
8" Howitzer 
133ci!D Howitzer 
Other 

TACTICAL DEFENf^IVE 
ADMs 

Tactical Air Defense 
Falcon 

Nike Hercules 



n.EET ASuVAAW 

ASV 

TOTAL WARHEADS 




NUCLEAR WARHEAD DEPLOYMENTS 



PACIFIC 



FY76 



FY77 



STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE 
Missiles 
Bombs and AStIs 



STRATEGIC DEFENSIVE 
Air-to-Air Missiles 
SANs 



TACTICAL OFFENSIVE 
Bombs 

ASM (Ualleye) 
Tactical Missiles 

Mace 

Honest John 
Little John 
Pershing ^ ' 
Sergeant 
Lance 

Davy Crockett 
Other 

Tube Artillery 
8" Howitzer 
155mm Howitzer 
Other 

TACIICAJ. DEFENSIVE 
ADMs 

Tactical Air Defense 
Falcon 

Nike Hercules 

FLEET ASU7AAW 
ASW 
AAW 

TOTAL UARHEADS 




C-&8 



FORMERLY RESTRICTED DA' 

tStm m DtBMMIMMtlMI 
I^A. AIMic iMtfy Alt. IIM. 



T STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE 
Missiles 
Bombs and ASMS 

STRATEGIC DEFENSIVE 
Alr-c6-Alr Missiles 
SAMs 

TACTICAL OFFENSIVE 
Bombs 

ASM (Walleye) 
Tactical Missiles 
Mace 

Honest John 
Little John 
Pershing 
Sergeant 
Lance 

Davy Crockett 
Other 

Tube Artillery 
8" Howitzer 
155ns: Howitzer 
Other 

TACTICAL DEFENSIVE 
ADMs 

Tactical Air Defense 
Falcon 

Nike Hercules 

FLEET ASU7AAW 
ASW 
AAW 

TOTAL WARHEADS 



NUCLEAR WARHEAD DEPLOYMENTS 
GUAM 

me FY77 FY78 




-W-SEfifttf 



NUCLEAR VARHEAD DEPLOYMENTS 



S TRATEGIC OFFENSIVE 
Missiles 
Booibs and ASHs 



FY76 



STRATEGIC DEFENSIVE 
Air-to-Air Missiles 
SAMs 



TACTICAL OFFENSIVE 
Bombs 

ASM (Walleye) 
Tactical Missiles 

Mace 

Honest John 
Liccie John 
Pershing ^ • 
Sergeant 
Lance 

Davy Crockett 
Other 



Tube Artillery 
8" Howitzer 
135cnn Howitzer 
Other 




TACTICAI OFFENSIVE 
ADMs 

Tactical Air Defense 
Falcon 

Kike Hercules 

FLEET AS;J/A,\W 
ASW 
AAW 



TOTAL WARHEADS 



C-50 



I llr airitnr i *«"»-«"«"« \ ..mi. 



UMA. AiMMc EMrty *«, l»t4. 



STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE 
HlssUes 
Boobs and ASIis 

STRATEGIC DEFENSIVE 
Alr-to-Air Missiles 
SAHs 

TACTICAL OFFENSIVE 
Bombs 

ASM (Walleye) 
Tactical Missiles 
Mace 

Honest John 
Lictle John 
Pershing 
Sergeant 
Lance 

Davy Crockett 
Other ■ 

Tube Artillery 
B" Hovitzer 
153nn Hovitzer 
Other 

TACTICAL DEFENSIVE 
ADMs 

Tactical Air Defense 
Falcon 

Nike Hercules 

FLEET ASW/AAW 
ASW 
AAW 

TOTAL WARHEADS 



NUCLEAR WARHEAD DEPLOYMENTS 




FY76 FY77 rY78 



i 




STRATEGIC OFTEWSIVE 
Missiles 
Boxabs and ASlis 

STRATEGIC DEFENSIVE 
Air- co-Air Hissiles 
SAHs 

TACTICAL OFFENSIVE 
Bombs 

ASM (Walleye) 
Tactical Missiles 
Mac£ 

Honest John 
Little John 
Pershing 
Sergeant *^ 
Lance 

Davy Crockett 
Other 

Tube Artillery 
8" Howitzer 
155iniD Howitzer 
Other 

TACTICAL DEFENSm 
ADMs 

Tactical Air Defense 
Falcon 

Nike Hercules 

FLEET AS;J/AAW 
ASW 
AAU 

TOTAL UARHEADS 



40P-SEfi«Ef- 

NUCLEAR WARHEAD 'deployments 
AFLOAT SUMMARY 

Fy76 



FY?? 



FYTS 




C-52 



FORMERLY RESTRICTED 




« t«4A„ AMmit CiM*|| Act. I»M. 



NUCLEAR WARHEAD DEPLOYMENTS 



AFLOAT- ATLANTIC 



me 



FY77 



rY78 



STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE 
Missiles 
Bombs and ASlis 



STRATEGIC DEFENSIVE 
Air- co-Air Missiles 
SAMs 



TACTICAL OFFENSIVE 
Bombs 

ASM (Walleye) 
Tactical Missiles 
Mace 

Honest John 
Little John 
Pershing 
Sergeant 

Lance 

Davy Crockett 
Other . 

Tube Artillery 
8" Howitzer 
153nni Howitzer 
Other 

TACTICAL DEFENSIV F 
ADMs 

Tactical Air Defense 
Falcon 

^ike Hercules 

FLEET ASVJ/AAW 
ASW 
AAW 

TOTAL WARHEADS 




C-53 



FORMERLY RESTRICTED Di 

lrn*Htnor>;re a > t e < o '^u^^^^fft X I* 
l*4.k.. AlCfHit Cii*«t< Att. t»M. 



NUCLEAR WARKIAD DErLOY^^IvTS 
AFLOAT-PACIFIC 

FY76 



FY77 



FY78 



STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE 
Missiles 
Bombs and ASI-ls 

STRATEGIC DEFENSI\^ 
Air- to- Air Missiles 
SAMs 

TACTICAL OFFENSIVE 
Bombs 

ASM (Walleye) 
Taccical Missiles 
Mace 

Honest John 
Little John 
Pershing ^ 
Sergeanc 
Lance 

Davy Crockett 
Other I 

Tube Artillery 
6" Howitzer 
155am Howitzer 
Other 

TAr yiCAT. DFFEKSIVE 

. a5ms 

Tactical Air Defense 
Falcon 

Nike Hercules 

FLEET as;:/ AAV 
ASU 
AAW 

TOTAL WARHEADS 




m SLCR E T 



j^0llif AtMR't CMtfy *C1 lftS& 



KUCLEAR WARHEAD DEPLOYMENTS 



AFLOAT-MEDITERRAKEAN 



rY76 



FY77 



FYTB 



STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE 
Missiles 
Boobs and ASMs 



STRATEGIC DEr£KSI\T 
Air-to-Air Missiles 
SAMS 

TACTICAL OFFENSIVE 
Bombs 

ASM (Walleye) 
Tactical Missiles 
Mace 

Honest John 
Little -^ehr. 
Pershing 
Sergeant 
Lance 

Davy Crockett 
Other 

Tube Artillery 
8" Howitzer 
135ca Howitzer 
Other 

lACTTCAL DEFEX5IVZ ■ 
ADMs 

Tactical Air Defense 

Falcon 

Nike Hercules 

FLEET ASW/AAW 
ASW 
AAW 

TOTAL WARHEADS 




C-55 



FORMERLY RESTRICTED 



• Wfe%#i*fel Mm* IM.r. Alt-- Itttftt 19H 
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TOP GCCRO 



APPENDIX D 



NUCLEAR WEAPONS 



AUTHORIZATION AND DISPERSALS 



BY LOCATION 



(FY 19^7 through FY 1977) 



D-1 



-48^SECR£^ 



FORMERLY RE! 



TOP SECWBT 



yiTHonitijTioiia imp pispebsmj it 

|jOCi>TIO» 
rt 19b7 Cbrotttb n 1B7S 



J 



ryvr 



United KlngdoB 
Wetl Ccrsi.tjr 

TOTM. - nmoit 

pAcmc 

Cufco (•) 



PAcmc 

TOTOl 0UT5IPE US 
TOTAI. IH COWIS-PoO 

r35 

Toriq us sTOCKpm 



rr >ii n / 

*utli piiy Autti Digp ( 




«<vrc trwiarerrtd trm ACC to General VandenburB In April Ifil ud vert thtn «tpl«y«« to Gum. 
Itcd, Hcftpona licre never deployed to tb*M couatrloi. 



J 



0-2 



I U P sttHET- 

•|^^^«« •«•• to , »Ht.^,n 

■SW H«t. MMNt fM^ 



«ifTi»ili|yiTHiirs iwu pl3ftiKi*LB H 



ucsnRti tuRon 



ah 015, *uii! ei^ «.th pug ciM Hit M, tin JLtl> Hw lu. 




|»j -^■■^■i^K UMar«rr«« trm atC U Cv**r*l I»4«nkNri !• April !»! Mrt atr* tliMi ««play*4 U CM. 
k) -'mittouth •■Uwrita*. mupoM van MMr «f»lorti i« imm eMntrUa. 
cl - Alaita liMlit4«4 |« D.l. MaU caMtiKl«« tSje. 
«1 • MMll liKltid*4 %» V.I. letvla ewtiicti« 1961. 
•) - Rot iMlvM In l«t*lt eMtaeliv 19(0. 




WESTERN EUROPE 




United Kingdom 
West Gennany 
Sub total 



TOTAL EUROPE 

ATLANTIC 



TOTAL ATLAKTIC 
PACIFIC 
Guam 

Hawaii (d) 




TOTAL PACIFIC 
AFLOAT 

TOTAL OUTSIDE US 
TOTAL IK US- POD 
-ERDA 

TOTAL US STOCKPILE [| 



KL'CLEAR WEAPOKS 
ALTH0RI2ATI0NS AKD DISPERSALS 
BY LOCATIOK 

FY 76 FY 77 



Auch 



n' 78 



Auth 




Disj 



(f) fj^fwarheads in excess to European requirements being retained in-theater 

tor MBFR purposes. 

(g) ^additional warheads were deployed t: 
Government request and US Presidential approval. y 



D-5 



IflMKRET 



K'niv LrLV RESTRICTJ 

■mtn»i &«neti0)it. MaiMi* 
IM.»„ MmmK Immtf Act. 



TOP sccRn - 



APPEKDIX E 



NUCLEAR WEAPONS STOCKPILE " . ' 

(End FY 19^7 through End FY 1977) 



NOTES: 1. The warhead corals include chose for maintenance, 

retrofit, stockpile sampling, destructive testing, 
operational spares and retirement. 

2. The differences between the individual totals in 
these stockpile tables and other tables involve 
unassociated warheads and certain weapons held by 
the DoE (formerly A£C) in CONUS. 

3. The MACE and MATADOR missiles were classed as 
strategic offensive weapons during the period 

1955 through 1960. Subsequently, they were classed 
as tactical offensive nissiles. 



E-] 



OP SCG B E T 



RESTRICTED 




llMinc««< D«l« 
C«*t|v Act ml 



lit*. niiin t •••ewiitra w mmf 



TOP aeenc T 



rr<*7 fyus 



ST W.Trcic orrrtr.ivE mawheads 

» ^ 710 Ctp IU1A00R 

re Yl KACc 
J0> rfl Y? MACi: 
l> >7 Yl MtAVTIlOB 
lt>. I<9 T? A1US D 
Kd I? JUPITEB 
Sf« B«itd HltiHf> 

K> ?7 RiT.irUlS I 
T"T*1. :;iP/.TE<:IC OffCMSIVE HiSSIIXS 



WUCU.Afl WEAPOHS STOCKrilE (Ei>d Ttiol Ye«r) 

!l!l2 !I5£ Illi tilit Llll 



nQ6 rT?7 FT5B rT59 



fyCo 



2*n ! oitsmsive 
I m 

!.>( 
I0> 



I 



ty 

M>. 
Ift 
lOt 
lOi 
lOi 
Mh 
Mh 
IDi 
Hn 
Ka 

Ml 
Hh 
Hk 
Mk 



in 

IV IIO/I J0/)<.0 C«pi 

b i}c/ruo cipi 

5 nVnn/?6o c»r« 
•) l!>o/?io c»pi 

> 190 C«p» 

6 ijo/ri.0 rtp» 

h 110/l70/?&0 Opt 

6 IV»/?IO C«p3 

7 1(0/190 c^pi 
7 rap* 

7 110/l5t>/WO/?lO/?60 Ctps 
6 991/99? n Cun Cor«t 

11 991/99? Cun Core* 
1? 19Q C«pi 

12 130/?liO C«pi 

1? }IO/170/?60 c*p« 
Id tJO Ctp 

I) CMp 

15-? 

17 IbO cap 
16 1)0/?10 C*pa 
71 ISO Cap 
:k 1)0 Cap 
97 




TACT ICA L Of FEHS IVE (Continued) 
Bowbi (Continued) 
Mk ?8 Yl 
Mk rB Y? 
Hh re TJ 
MX i>6 yli 

Hh iU HOTTOIHT (M)( 105) 

j6 Yl/2 C^> 
M)» J6 Yl/? 
Mk 39 1^0 Csp 
Kh 39-1/? 
TOTAL TACTICAL B(HBS 



M> 7 1 jn/rl»0 C»ps CORtORAL 
Mk 7 MU/170/?10/?60 Caps COftroilAL 
Kk 7 190 Cap HOtCST JOIIN 
Hk 7 liO/2'*0 Caps HONEST JOICN 
Kk 7 110/170/360 C«p9 IIOHEST JOIIN 
Hk 31 yi IIDNEST JDin 
Mk 31 Y2 IIONIST J01« 
Hk 31 13 IfONEST JOIIN 
Hk 39 T? REDSTONE 
Hk Yl LACROSSE 
Hk Il0 12 UCROSSE 
WucUt Artillery 
Hk 9 iVbiu Oun 
Hk 19 991/99? FZ 280* Cun 
Hk 19 993 FT zeOm Cun 
Kk 23 16-Inch Shell 
Kk 33 992 PZ e-lnch Howitzer 
TOTAL TACTICAL HlSSUfS/ABTlLIZRy 

TACTICAL DEreMSIVB . 
ADH* 

T-"i 99? ra Ouo Type 
Hk 7 Am ?7O/2B0 Capt 
Hk T Am I9P cap 
Hk 7 Am 1 30/?liO C«pi 
~ 7 Am 110/170/260 caps 




TOP C B CnET 



HUCIiJW WEAPOHS StuCKril>: (CoiiMmicil) '^" j 

>Y''? FY 50 FY^l FY52 rY^3 KY^** fV^^ FY56 FY'^ 7 ft^ti rY59 FYMi / 



TACTlC/tL DKKEWSIVE (Continued) 

KK 2^'0 GENIE 
Hk 3> Yl NIKE tIERCUtXS 
Hk 31 Y? NIKE lff7<Clll£3 
Hh jl YU NIKE HERCUt£S 
KM UO 11 BCMLRC 
TOTAL TACTICAL DtTENSm MAWMEAPS 

rtJET ASW/AAW 
ASW 

Kk 7 130/?ltO Cap* BETTY 
Hk 7 110/170/260 C«pi BTITY 
Hk 1>« lJUUI (Hh 101) 
AAU 

Mk 30 TAr/W 
TOTAL ASW/AAW WAJHRAD3 



CRAWD TOTAL - WJCLZAfl WAHHEADS 



TOP c ccn ET 



HUCIEMI WEAPOHS STOCKPH£ (Continued) 

rilll rm n!t2 EI52 Oil OH im E!2!t £26 mji tt^ risg £!li« 





STBATEfilC OrrKHSl VE 

HK 30 TITAN i/atWS E/f 
My ATLAS D/JUPT 
Kk 93 TITAN II 

Ml Vi-? HIWrrEMA 

HJi MtNirrrxA 

Hh 5f>-Ji HimrrfMAN. 

M> 59 MIMITRWN 

Hti (>? HINirrEWN 

Mk JtT-o/i roiABT^n/A 

Hk Ii7-? Y? IQIAPIS 
Hh ^8 rdlARIS A3 
Hk tB roSEIDOtt C3 
TOTAL STMTECIC OrrtHSI 




Uydonn Str»tPB>c Bon>b«,A-S HIisHo 
Mk 2&-2JI (j 
Hk ?8-2r? (] 
Hk 28-213 
Hk 2a-2lll 
Hk 28-2T5 
Hk l«3 Yl 
Mk 53-0 Iff 
Hk 53-0 rod 
Hk 53-0 I? cleJfT ^ 
Hk ?8-l TI HOUNDDOG 
Hk 28-1 Y2_HOUUapOC 
Mk 61-1 
Mk 69-0 Sl 

TOT*L UrPOWri STMTEOIC BCMBS.A-S MSL3 





Other Strtte glc 
Hk 1^ I 
Hk 39-1 

Hk lil-O 

TOTAL OTHER StBHSoiC BCMBS 



Ira t e g lc Bcaba 
» STRATEGIC » 



TOTAL STRATEGIC OTfEWSrVE HABHEAD8 



TOP GCCn B T 



nb2 



m:iFAR WEATOWS STOCKPILE (End Flacwl Year) 

nrM it65 r^Ut rtb? fy6B fy69 



rY7o 



FYTl 



rY72 



73 rni; rY7^ ( 





E-5 



BCSTRICTED DATA 



MICLEAR WEAP0W3 STOCKPILE .(ContlnueJl 



STRATEUIC DErEWSIVi: 
Alr-to-A>r Mtial let 
Mh ?5-0 f:ENlE 
Mh 5'i-0 FAU;ON^ 

Surr«ee-tq-Air MlMliei 
Hk 31-0 Tl HIKE mncuifs 
Mh jl-0 V? NIKE HERCIHES 
Mh ji.O iU HIKE HEBCULES (| 
M> ^0-0 rl BfTMAPC^ 
Kh 19-6 Y? THOn 
Hh 50 Y 3 Progrwi 

Mh e>b n smn 

Hh 71 Yl SrARTAN 
TOTAL STRATECIC DEFEWSIVE HiSSItilS 



min^mjFif6fiij[^ jyjo FTTi rT72 r»73 n7i< rm 




TOTAL STRATEr.lC WAWCADS 

TACTICAL OfjrNSlVE 



Taclica) 



)70/?G0 C 
190 Cap 
?10 Op 
?U0 Cap 
J70/?6o 
190 Cap 
?10 
?'*0 



Mh 5 
Mh 5 
Hk 9 
Hk J 
Kh 7 
Mh 7 
Hk 7 
Hk 7 
MX ?7-l 
Hk ZB'l/ 
Hk 28-1/2 
Hh 20-1 Yd 
Hk 28-2 Yl 
HK HO TWTlf r 
Hk I13 Yl 
Mk «!] Y? 
Hk k} Y3 
Hk U} xU 
Hk l»3 Y5 

Mk ll5-0 Yl B1ILLRJP 
Hk 57-1/2 
Mk 57-3/'*/^ 
Kk 61-0 ( 
Mt 72 Tl 
TOTAL TACTICAL BCMBS 




i 





t-6 



RCSnUCTED DAT* 

I^^^J^^tf^^MMM m ^Ijf Bint •■9 



TACTICAL oriEHSIVE (Continued) 
T»cHc«l H[««lle« 

Mh 5 ?10 C«p KATWKW 

MX 7 l70/?60 c«p conroRA 

HK 7 ?iO Cap COflrOAAt 

Hk 7 ?Un Cap CORrORAL 

Mk 7 l7"/?f'0 C«p MOMEBf^OL 

MK 7 no Cap HONEST JOfOI 

m 7 ^"^O rep tt OWT-ST JOim 

Mh ?8 If I HACE 

Hh PO rr MACE 

Mh r8 I j MACE 

Hk )i VI iit)t(EnT joiiri 

Hh ]l V? imriEST 
Mh 31 n l|i)NEST JOIITi 
Kk J9-I r? REDSTONE {' 

Mk No- 1 Ti r>cnossE 

Hk l«0-0 Y? tACROKSE 

Hk U'j-0 1? MTTLC JOl 

Hk 'i5-0 T3 LITTli: JOW 

Mk ^0 Tl rCRSHINQ 

Hk $0 12 rensinNa 

Kk 50 T3 rERSIQIQ 
Hk ^2-1/2 II SCRGEAMT 
Hk 52-1/2 12 SERGEArrr 
Hk 5«l-? DAVT CBOCKF TT 
Hk 70 lAJtCE 
Nuclear ArttUer^ ^ 
Hk 19-0 zeown Gun 
Hk 19-0 ZSOtim Oun 
Hk 33-0 8-Inch Howlfle 
Hk 33-1 6>lnch llowlttc 
Hk k9 l$>m HoMlUer {< 
TOTAL TACTloiL HISSIIJES/WT 

TOTAL TACTIOK. OFfEiSIYE WARHEADS 



Ftf»l Ftfe 



HUCiJAH WEAfOHS ST0CKPII£ (Continued) 
rY63 Ttfjh rY6; ' r»66 f\67 FY6e 





-I OF 



rr6i rye? 



TACTICAL DErEHSIVE 
ACMi 

99? PZ Gun T ype AM 
Kh 7 ATH 
Mk 7 Am 
Mh 7 AtM 
Hk 7 ACM 
Kh 7 ADM _ 
Mk 30-1 TAUH 
Hh 31 Yl 
Mh 31 Y? 
Kk 31 Y3 
M> Uj-l I? HATH 
Hk ii3-l Y3 MAEH 
Hk d^-l |li KAOH 
Kk }lt-0 n SKOi 
Kk iU-O Y? 6 ACM 
Tactical Air D^^v^^ 

Hk 31-0 Tl KIU ttEnciri£s 
Kk 31-0 Y7 NtXZ lIDtCUlXS 
Mk 31-0 lU KTKE HEncUIZS 
TOTAL TACTICAL DEFCNSrvC WARII 



WUCLEAB WEAPONS STOCKPILE (Continued) 

rY63 n(M rY65 rY66 rt^ fy68 rt69 rY70 



rY7i njz 




■ 



iiEAbS 



TOTAL TACTICAL WARHEADS 

fl£et ASW/AAW 

Aiw bepth~Chargea,Hl«t!let,Torp«ioe» 
Mk 7 170/2fc0 
Kk 3lt-2 
Hk 57-0 
Hk 3lk-Z AS 
Kk >ill-0 ASROC. 

Hk 99 sunoc 

AAW 

Mk 30-2 TALOS (i 
Hk «i5-0 Tl TERRL 
TOTAL ASW/AAW waHEAlg 



GRAND TOtAL-NUCUAR WARHEADS 
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TOP — sccn t T 



RESTRICTCD DATA 

i.,f *n •< 



APPENDIX E 



NUCLEAR WEAPONS STOCKPILE 



FY76 



FY77 



ry78 




'STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE 
Land Based Missile s 
MK 53 TITAN II 
MK 56-4 MINUTEMAN 
. MK 62 MINUTEMAN ( 

Sea Based Missiles 
MK 38 POLARIS A3 
MK 68 FOSEZDON C3 



TOTAL STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE MISSILES 
Lavdown Strategic Bombs. A-S Missiles 

MK 28-2Y1 
MK 28-2Y2 
MK 28-2Yi. 
MK 28-2Y5 
MK 43Y1 
MK 53-OYl 
MK 53-0T2 

MK 28-lYl HOUNDDOG 

MK 61-1 

, MK 69-0 SRAM 

TOTAL LAYDOWN STRATEGIC BOMBS, A-S MSLS 

Other Strategic Bombs 
MK ^1-0 (fiyp 

TOTAL OTHER STRATEGIC BO?fflS 

TOTAL STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE WARHEADS 

STRATEGIC DEFENSIVE 
Air-tP-Air Missiles 
MK 25-0 GENIE ^I^Bl 

Surface-to-Air Missil es ■ 
MK 66 Yl SPRINT 
MK 71 Yl spartan; 

TOTAL STRATEGIC DEFENSIVE MISSILES 





TOTAL STRATEGIC WARHEADS 



FORMERLY RESTRICTED DAJiA 

iUr dtliRCl •^-ss'iSisr^^Tlur"^^^^ 



TACTICAL OFFENSIVE 
Tactical Bombs 
MK 2B-1/2Y2 
MK 2B-1/2Y3 
MK 43 Yl 
MK 43 Y2 
MK 43 Y3 
MK 43 Y4 
MK 43 Y5 
MK 57-1/2 
MK 61-0 
MK 61-2 

MK 72 Yl WALLEYE 
TOTAL TACTICAL BOMBS 

Tactical Missiles 

MK 31 Yl HONEST JOHN 
MK 31 Y2 HONEST JOHN ( 
MK 31 Y3 HONEST JOHN 
MK 50 Yl PERSHING 
MK 50 Y2 PE!t§HING 
MK 50 Y3 PERSHING ( 
MK 52-I/2Y1 SERGEANT 
MK 52-1/2Y2 SERGEANT 








MK 70 LANCE- ( 

Nuclear Artillery 

MK 33-0 8-inch Howitzer C 
MK 33-1 8- inch Howitzer ( 
MK 48 155mm Howitzer 

TOTAL TACTICAL MISSILES/ARTILLERY 

TOTAL TACTICAL OFFENSIVE WARHEADS 

TACTICAL DEFENSIVE 
ADMs 

MK i5-l Y2 MADM 
MK 45-1 Y3 MADM 
MK 45-1 Y6 MADM 
MK 54-0 Yl SADM 
MK 54-0 Y2 SADM 

Tactical Air Defense 

MK 31-d Yl NIKE HERCULES 
MK 31-0 Y4 KIKE HERCULES 

TOTAL TACTICAL DEFENSIVE WARHEADS 

TOTAL TACTICAL WARHEADS 

Z. E-10 
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